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Current Topics. 
The New Lord Chancellor. 


Tue Prime Minister, Mr. Ramsay Macponatp, has been 
fortunate in securing the services of Lord HALDANE as Lord 
Chancellor. There has been, perhaps, a little doubt as to whether 
he would be willing to take up again an exceptionally burdensome 
office,. but it is satisfactory that this difficulty has been overcome. 
Lord HALDANE has served the State in very diverse capacities. 
From 1905 to 1912 he was Minister for War, and we believe the 
success of the work he did in that office has been fully recognised 
by those qualified to judge. From 1912 to 1915 he was Lord 
Chancellor and distinguished himself as well by his judgments 
in the House of Lords—of which that in Sinclair v. Brougham, 
1914, A.C. 398, arising out of the affairs of the Birkbeck Building 
Society, is a conspicuous example—as his efforts to reform the 
Law of Real Property. Recently he has associated himself 
with education, and it was thought that the office of Minister 
of Education might be entrusted to him in the new Government. 
But the office which he has accepted is more appropriate, and 
it has the great advantage of placing the Law of Property 
Consolidation Bills under his charge. 


Lord Haldane and Real Property Law. 


THERE IS LITTLE doubt that, but for the war, the scheme of 
reform, embodied in the Conveyancing and Real Property Bills 
of 1913, would have gone through. . Just at the outbreak of 
the war they were re-introduced in the House of Lords as a 
single Consolidated Bill, but, of course, the matter was put on one 
side. We described the scheme in a series of articles in 57 Sou. J., 
and our final conclusions on it were given in a concluding article 
at p. 832 of that volume. The scheme, like that of the Law of 
Property Act, 1922, confined legal estates to the fee simple and 
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terms of years. These Were proprietary estates, and all other 
estates and interests were classified as paramount or subordinate. 
The scheme had its complications, but so has the present one, 
which has grown out ofit. In the passage of the Law of Property 
Bill through the House of Lords, Lord HaLDANE was quite 
ready to accept it in lieu of his own scheme—whether he thought 
it an improvement we do not know—and it may be anticipated 
that he will assist in the task of putting into operation the 
system which, with the assistance of Sir ARTHUR UNDERHILL’s 
suggestions, was evolved out of his own scheme by Sir BENJAMIN 
Cwerry, and those working with him, and placed on the statute 
book by the driving force of Lord. BrrkenHEAD. Whatever 
doubts may be felt as to some of the technicalities of the new 
scheme, it offers distinct advantages, such as the abolition of 
copyhold tenure, and the relief of purchasers from enquiry into 
death duties, which ought not to be deferred. 


The New Law Officers. 


THE APPOINTMENTS of Mr. Patrick Hastines and Mr. SLESSER 
as Attorney-General and Solicitor-General respectively have been 
generally expected. Both have the advantage of youth on their 
side: Mr. Hastings is just forty-four and Mr. SLesseR only a 
trifle over forty ; the former has been not quite twenty years at 
the Bar and the latter seventeen. These would have been 
considered records a score of years ago; but since then we have 
had Sir Joun Smon Solicitor-General at thirty-seven, and 
Lord BirkenwEAD Attorney-General at forty-three and Lord 
Chancellor at forty-five. Mr. Hastrnes, of course, is well-known 
to the public and the legal profession ; he is the foremost jury- 
advocate of the day. Mr. Sesser, although less known, is 
generally recognized by the Common Law Bar to be a solid and 
thorough lawyer, scholarly in his grasp of principles and lucid in 
his exposition of them, as well as remarkably conscientious and 
fair-minded in the presentation of his cases. He has been 
standing counsel to the Labour party and to most of the leading 
Trade Unions for at least a dozen years. 


The New Solicitor-General. 


THE PROMOTION OF Mr. SLEsseER, indeed, is the most interesting 
of the new appointments. Unlike other lawyers of eminence 
attached to the Labour party, Mr. Sesser has never belonged to 
any other political camp; he joined the Fabian Society and the 
Labour party in his student years at the Bar, when he acquired 
for himself a reputation as a great debater in those time-honoured 
resorts of the ambitious common law junior, the “ Hardwicke ” 
and the “ Ancient Society of Cogers.” A distinguished student 
of the London School of Economics, and afterwards a law-lecturer 
of London University on Industrial Law, Mr. Stesser showed 
from the outset of his legal career the devotion to Socialist ideals 
and causes that has marked his career all through. Although he 
has contested parliamentary seats in the Labour interest on 

‘several occasions, however, he has not yet succeeded in entering 
the House of Commons; but it is understood that a seat will be 
found for him—probably by the appointment of a Labour member 
as Ambassador to Moscow so soon as the Russian Government 
receives the recognition which Mr. Macpona.p has promised. 
Like Lord Ha.pane, curiously enough, Mr. SLesser has cultivated 
metaphysics as his special hobby and has written an interesting 
treatise with the forbidding title “ Principles of Ontology.” 
It was a graceful act of Lord Cave to create him a K.C. just at 
the present juncture. 


Lord Chelmsford. 


We wsorwep last week, in the death of Mrs. Winnincron 
Incram, the mother of the Bishop of London, the passing of a 
link with one of the early Victorian Chancellors, Lord Corrennam. 
Another-—Lord Cuz tusrorp—is recalled by the appointment of 
his grandson, the present Lord Cue msrorp, as First Lord of 
the Admiralty in the new Government. The Lord Chancellor, 





who, it will be remembered, was Fraeperick Tuxsicer, and was 
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| sugar estate with practice at the West Indian Bar. But he 
from the sea the destruction of the estate by the eruption 
a volcano—thought to be extinct—on the side of which it 


Sessions, but more profitable was the practice which he pureh 
for £2,000 of a place in the close Bar of the “ Palace Court”, 
local court long since passed away. But he got into 
important work, and his first great case was the trial of Ta 
Prosert and Hunt for the murder of Mr. Wittiam W 

“ who dweltin Lyon’s Inn.” In this hedefended Hunt. TheTj 
has recently been recalling the trial from its century-old extrac, 
His progress after this was continuous. He got a silk go 
in 1834, became Solicitor-General in 1844, and Attorney-Genen) 
on the death of Fotitetr in the following year, and in 1854 wy 
offered the judgeship made vacant by TALFourRD’s sudden a 
tragic death on the Bench at the Stafford Assizes. He refused 
perhaps with a view to the Lord Chief Justiceship later on, by 
the accidents of politics made. him Lord CRANWORTH’s succesgy 
as Lord Chancellor in the Derby Government of 1858. Histenup 
of office at that time was short, and so was his second tenun 
eight years later ; but he was new to equity work, and while his 
tact, kindliness and courtesy made him personally popula, 
Lord SELBORNE gave him the moderate praise, that he performal 
his part in the Court of Chancery as well as most Common Igy 
Chancellors. His third son was the brilliant ALFRED THEsI¢n, 
who in 1877 was made a Lord Justice straight from the Barat 
the age of thirty-nine, only to die three years later. The preset 
Lord Cuetmsrorp had a distinguished career at Winchester 
and Oxford, and as Governor-General of Queensland, and afte- 
wards of New South Wales, and then as Viceroy of India, k 
has already rendered nottble services to the State. i 


The Old Bailey Appointments. 


Tue peatH or Sir Ricuarp Murr rendered necessary a series 
of promotions among Treasury counsel at the Old Bailey, aad 
these have been made by Sir Dovetas Hoee; they ware 
announced on Wednesday in the same newspaper issues whith 
recorded the names of the new Cabinet ; so that these appoiti- 
ments must have been almost the last official acts of the retiri 
Attorney. They are in every way excellent, and none the less~ 
because a strict rotation of promotion has been followed. TI 
three senior counsel are now Mr. Travers HumpPHREYs, whow 
name is familiar to the public, Mr. Percrvat Ciarke, Recorder 
of Exeter and a son of Sir Epwarp, and Mr. Eustace Futuro. 
The three juniors are Mr. Roome, Mr. OLtver, and Mr. Roper; 
the two former already junior counsel, and the latter Treasury 
counsel at North London Sessions. This latter ree 
Mr. Roserts vacates in favour of Mr. Georce Bucu 
McCue, who has enjoyed considerable practice at these Sessions. 
We need hardly add that there is nothing political in any 
these appointments; in fact more than one of the promoted 
counsel contested seats in the Labour interest at the recett 
General Election. 


Statutory Tenant as Landlord of Sub-Tenant. 


IN A RECENT county court summons for possession, mentioned 
among our news items, Judge Parry has just held that a statute] 
tenant whose premises are sub-let, and who satisfies the conditias 
precedent necessary under 8. 5 (1) (d) before a landlord ca 
recover possession of premises protected by the Rent Restrictiae 
Act, 1920, is entitled to an order for possession against his # 
tenant. This seems to follow on princigje. The sub-tenant #4 
statutory tenant of the tenant and protected as such under! 
statute by virtue of the definition clause, s. 12 (1) (/), of the Pi 
Act, the Increase of Rent and Mortgage Interest (Restrictio 
Act, 1920. Ez converso, it seems to follow that the immediate 
landlord of that sub-tenant, namely, the statutory tenant of 
premises, is a“ landlord ” within the meaning of the Act, and 
all normal purposes of the Act. This has in fact been ex 





at firet destined to combine the management of the paternal 


decided in a Scots case, Logan v. Fair, 1922, 1 Scots Law Tumes 





situated, and he returned to try his luck at the English Bar § 
which he was called in 1818. He made a start at the Surg 
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But vision, however, is somewhat complicated by two 
rap veshties: (1) the definitions of “ landlord” and “ tenant” 
Lich it iven in section 12 (i) (f) and (g) only apply “ except where the 
ish Bar gi context otherwise requires,” so that it is possible to suggest that 





the context “ otherwise requires ” in the case we are considering ; 
and (2) there is certain additional special protection conferred on 
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Court,” fq sub-tenants when the tenant loses possession under the operation 
into mon of the statute: Act of 1920, s. 5 (5); but such rights seem 
ln jrelevant in all other situations. In the case before His Honour 
« Weare it would appear that the tenant “ purchased” his tenancy 
The Ting before 30th June, 1922, and therefore has certain added 
1 extrac fg advantages in the application for recovery of possession under 
silk the new s. 5 (iv) of the Act of 1923 provided he satisfies the words 
-y-Genen| fm “where the landlord . . . becamethe landlord . . .” ; but nothing of 
1854 way special significance seems to arise out of the fact that he was 
dden an applying under this provision. If he is a “ landlord” for the 
c refused fg general purposes of the Act, it seems clear that he “ became a 
t on, by fy landlord” at the date at which he acquired the “ statutory 
succesge fy tenancy” by virtue of which he is a“ landlord” as against this 
lis tenup gy wb-tenant. Both on principle and on authority, then, the 
1 tenuy | present county court decision seems correct. The absence of 
while his teported decisions on the point, the circumstances suggesting 
popula, jj Which must have occurred almost daily, is probably due to the 
erforme (4 fact that the objection taken before Judge Parry has seemed 
non Igy My untenable to the average practitioner and therefore has never 
HEsion, jm been seriously argued. 
: etd | Weekly Tenancies and Notice to Quit. 
nchestér Tue casE of Queen’s Club Gardens Estates Lid. v. Bignell, 1923, 
nd afte. 1 K.B. 117, occupies twenty pages in the current Law Reports. 
ndia, eg With the greatest respect to Mr. Justice LusH and Mr. Justice 
_& Satrer, who delivered the judgments, we may instance it as 
.. ff astriking example of the manner in which the Law Reports 
: If get over-burdened. The point was quite short. What notice 
a series @ 8 Tequired to determine a weekly tenancy? Most people 
ey, ald | Would, we suppose, give the answer readily enough. A weekly 
y wer tenancy is a periodic tenancy, and is subject to same rule as any 
s which other periodic tenancy, yearly, quarterly, or monthly. As 
ppoint- § tegards yearly tenancies there is a special rule that half-a-year's 
retiring J notice must be given, but as regards other tenancies the length 
> Jessie «18 the length of the period ; in a quarterly tenancy, a quarter ; 
|. Th @ in monthly tenancy, a month; and in a weekly tenancy, a 
whos Week. And in all cases it must be a notice expiring at the end 
ecorder @ Of a period. Therefore, to determine a weekly tenancy, there 
‘uLtox, | must be a week’s notice, expiring on the last day of the week—- 
pets; @ Whether from Saturday to Saturday, or Monday to Monday, 
‘easury | © otherwise—which is the period of the tenancy. All this is 
itment | SUfficiently clear, and so the Divisional Court held in the case 
ANNAN quotedabove. Butin Simmons v. Crossley, 1922, 2 K.B. 95, which 
ssioss. @ Occupied fourteen pages of report, another Divisional Court 
any of § happened to go—may we say—wrong, and to hold that a monthly 
motel @ tenancy only requires “‘ reasonable notice” to determine it, 
recent whatever that may be, and Swirt, J., considered that the same 
principle applied to a weekly tenancy. What could be reasonable 
notice short of a week, it would be difficult to say, and in any 
case such a rule leaves it quite indefinite whether a notice is good 
tioned @ iM any particular case until the Court has decided upon it. 
-utary So it has required an elaborate examination of earlier decisions 
ition | >y Mr. Justice Lusn, in the recené case, to correct the judicial 
jan ror made in 1922, and after thirty-four pages of report we now 
iction know that a weekly tenancy requires for its determination a 
; sub Week’s notice expiring at the end of a week of the tenancy. 


'4*H Third Party Intervention to avert Accidents. 

Ir SEEMS UNLIKELY that circumstances often arise under which 
4 plaintiff obtains damages against a defendant in respect of an 
injury due largely to the conduct of the plaintiff and for which 
the defendant is only indirectly senna. An instance of the 
application of the underlying principle which guides the Court in 
dealing with such matters is afforded by a case which came before 
Swirt, J., last week (Times, 18th inst.). A hairdresser and his 
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wife went to the premises of a firm of haindressers for the parpose 
of transacting some business. On their arrival they were taken to 
a room in which there was a skylight, and, owing to work which 
was being done to the roof by a firm of contractors, a plank fell 
upon the skylight, breaking the glass. Some of the glass struck 
the husband, and the wife instinctively tried to pall him out of 
danger. In doing so she strained her leg, thereby causing the 
recurrence of a disease known as thrombosis. In the i 

which her husband instituted against the contractors for damages 
for negligence, she also claimed damages in respect of the injury 
which she had suffered. On behalf of the defendants it was 
alleged that her injury was brought about by her own voluntary 
act in assisting her husband. But the learned judge said that, 
when once it was shown that the negligent act of the defendants 
was the primary cause of injury to her, it must be proved that she 
was guilty of contributory negligence before she could be deprived 
of her rights. If she did something which a reasonable person 
ought not to have done, she could not recover, but if what she 
did instinctively was a reasonable and proper act she could 
recover. On the facts of the present case she did nothing improper 
and considering the nature of the accident there was, he held, 
nothing wrong in the act which she did instinctively, nor was she 
guilty of contributory negligence. He therefore made an award 
in her favour. Where damages are awarded under circumstances 


| such as these, the party against whom the order is made ought 


not, it seems, to feel seriously aggrieved, for the intervention of 
the third party might have been instrumental in averting the 
accident altogether, and might thus have prevented any cause of 
action from arising. Impulsive acts directed towards the 
extrication of others from positions of danger have always 
excited sympathy and admiration, and the line of action adopted 
by the woman in the comparatively trifling circumstances of the 
present case might well have resulted in placing her husband in a 
position of safety, and so have prevented the contractors from 
being exposed to any liability for damages in respect of their 
negligence. 


Liability of Colonial Governments for Misfeasance. 


AN ImporTANT decision has been given by the Judicial Com- 
mittee in Welden v. Smith, Times, 23rd inst. It goes a step 
further than any previous case in imposing liability for tortious 
acts on a Government which in substance is only another name 
for the Crown. The Government of South Australia, i.e., His 
Majesty in his local capacity of Sovereign, had exercised statutory 
powers conferred by its own Wheat Harvest Act, 1915-17, to 
control the supply of wheat for war defence purposes. In the 
exercise of their statutory powers the agents of the Government, 
so the Judicial Committee found, acted negligently and caused 
damage to the appellant. It was held that such wes Aas in the 
exercise of statutory powers is misfeasance for which the donee of 
such powers is liable : the factsthat he represents the Crown and 
that the Crown is not liable for torts, are neither of them defences. 
Previous authorities for this proposition in the case of subordinate 
Government Departments are Sanitary Commissioners of Gibraltar 
v. Orfile, 1890, 15 App. Cas., per Lord Watsow, at p. 411, and 
Brabant v. King, 1895, A.C. 632. But Welden v. Smith applies 
this rule for the first time to a Colonial Government as such, and 
not a mere Department of State. 





The Examiners of Private Bills on Monday had before them 
a further series of this Session’s measures for proof of 

with the Standing Orders. All were passed on to the next stage 
after formal evidence had been given, ex the Londen County 
Council ‘Tramways Bill. The Bills 
of Lendon.( Various Powers) Bill, the on Midland and 
Railway Bill, which affects fifteen counties; the London 
North-Eastern Railway Bill, which affects fourteen 

the Southern Railway Bill; and all three * Bills to 
increase dock charges ; the Southend Water Bill ; County 
Sesact Comin Brsdge) ms the London 

Bill; the Croydon Corporation (Street Widenings 

Vehicles) Bill; and the Eastbourne Corporation Bil for the 





purchase of Devonshire Park. 
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The Elasticity of Respondeat 
Superior. 


A REMARKABLE feature of recent case-law in respect of the Law 
of Negligence has been the tendency of our courts to expand the 
doctrine of Respondeat Superior so as to impose liability in very 
unexpected relationships. The statutory liability of a cab 
proprietor for the torts of his licensee, the cab-driver, recently 
discussed in these columns (ante, p. 134), is hardly a case in 
point, except in so far as it illustrates that tendency of our 
Common Law and Statute Law to evolve on parallel lines which 


Sir Courtenay IvBert has discussed in his “ Legislative | 
A much more instructive example is | 


Methods and Forms.” 
afforded by Mr. Justice Actron’s judgment in Pratt v. Patrick, 
1924, W.N. 12, in which the principle was applied to the case 
of a motor-car owner whose guest causes a collision by negligent 
driving. 

The circumstances were as follows: 
defendant, Patrick, was being driven in his motor-car by a friend 
named Essex, who was his guest ; another guest was Pratt, the 


deceased husband of the plaintiff. The car collided with a | 


motor-lorry and Pratt was killed. His widow sued under Lord 
CaMPBELL’s Act on behalf of herself and her four infant children 
for damages resulting from her husband’s death. The judge 
found that the collision was due to the negligence of Essex, and 


the question therefore arose whether Pratt was responsible for | 


the negligent driving of Essex, his guest. 

Of course, two points arise out of these circumstances; not 
only (1) whether the owner is responsible for the guest-driver’s 
negligence, but also whether (2) he is responsible to the legal 
representatives of the deceased passenger-guest. It might 
plausibly have been contended, we think, that the maxim Volenti 


non fit injuria, prevented the passenger-guest from recovering, | 


since presumably he assented to the risk of being driven by the 
driver-guest ; but any such contention was rendered impossible 
by the finding of fact, which did not include any finding of 
contributory negligence as against the deceased, and which 
found, as a fact, that Essex was guilty of the negligence which 
was the causa prozima of the collision and the death. So only 
the first question had to be considered. 

Now, it cannot be disputed that a car-owner owes a duty toa 
guest, just as he would to a passenger carried for reward, to have 
him driven with all reasonable care ; for in such cases the obliga- 
tion of a gratuitous bailee, notwithstanding older distinctions 
between “ ordinary” and “ gross ” negligence, is generally 
agreed to be exactly the same as that of a bailee for reward : 
Harris v. Perry & Co., 1903, 2 K.B. 219. The duty in each case, 
so the decision cited establishes, is to use reasonable care. It 
is therefore clear that—in the absence of circumstances showing 
“ contributory negligence” or volenti non fit injuria—had the 
owner himself been driving his car in the way his guest was 
driving it, he would have been liable in damages to the passenger- 
guest for the negligence which occasioned the collision. 
aspect of the matter we considered a year ago in connection 
with the case of Butler v. Bransby Williams and other cases 
here and in America, to some of which we were guided by 
correspondents, 67 Sox. J., 140, 194. 

That being so, of course it is equally clear that the owner 
would have been liable if the car had been driven by his chauffeur 
or other servant, on the principle of Superior. Such 
liability, of course, is just the same whether or not the owner is 
present in the car when the accident occurs, providing always 
that the chauffeur is not “ out on a frolic of his own,” but is 
acting in the course of his employment in driving the passenger. 
It is possible, however, that the case would be rather different 
if the owner lent his car and chauffeur to a guest or friend for 
the purpose of one particular drive or for a period of time. In 
such a state of facts, the owner would have parted with the 
control to the passenger, who would be the bailee of the car 


In May, 1923, the | 


This | 


and employer of the chauffeur during the period of the bailment 
In such a case Respondeat Superior could have no application 
It is obvious, of course, that exactly similar consideration 
apply if A, the owner, lends his car and chauffeur to B, who takes 
Cforadrive. Here B, the bailee, is in control of the car and th 
chauffeur at the time of the accident; A is not in control of 
either, so that there is for the time being no relationship of 
Superior between him and his chauffeur. Supposing, too, the 
bailee of the car himself drives (there being no chauffeur), it 
is clear that in such a case it would be impossible to pretend that 
there is any relationship of “ constructive employment ” betwee 
| himandtheowner. These considerations clearly exclude liabilj 
in such a set of facts: Samson v. Aitchison, 1912, A.C. 844, 
But the intermediate case, the one which occurred in Pray 
|v. Patrick, supra, is much more difficult. Here the owne 
| remains in occupation and possession of the car while he permits 
| one friendly guest to drive another. This is not a case of bail. 
ment at all; it cannot be said that Patrick had lent the ca 
to Essex, and that Essex, gud bailee, was driving Pratt as his 
| passenger. For Patrick remained in possession of the car, and 
| therefore is presumed to remain in control of the driver. Under 
these circumstances, the owner is liable in accordance with the 
| principle enunciated in the head note to Samson v. Aitchison, 
“Where the owner of a vehicle, being himself in possession 
| and occupation of it, requests or allows another person to drive 
this will not of itself exclude his right and duty of control; 
and therefore in the absence of further proof that he has aban. 
| doned that right by contract or otherwise, the owner is liable 
| as principal for damages caused by the negligence of the person 
| actually driving.” And, applying this rule to the actual facts 
| in Pratt v. Patrick, Mr. Justice AcTon held that the owner was 
| liable for his driver-guest’s negligence to the legal representatives 
| of his deceased passenger-guest. 
| The general rule established in the line of cases quoted above, 
| of which Pratt v. Patrick is merely the most recent, may be 
| set out. as follows. The liability connoted by the term Respondea 
| Superior is not confined to cases in which the person held 
_ responsibleis the express master or principal of the person whose 
negligence causes the injury. It extends also to cases in which 
| a relationship of Superior and Inferior is presumed by law to 
| exist owing to the fact that the owner of the vehicle remains in 
control of the vehicle while his licensee drives it, and therefore 
is deemed to remain in control of the latter as well. Where, 
on the contrary, he is absent from the vehicle, the primé facie 
presumption is that he has abandoned control and is merely 
a bailor for the time being; in that case the person permitted to 
drive is a bailee of the car, is himself liable as a principal, not 
an agent, and is not deemed to be an inferior of the owner for 
the purpose of this liability. This expansion of the common law 
liability seems, on the whole, to be logical enough, although im 
practice it must occasion a certain amount of hardship. But 
presumably, in the normal case a prudent owner protects himself 
by an insurance policy against hardship of this kind. 








Purchaser's Liability for Interest 


when Completion Delayed. 


IV. 
(Continued from p. 299.) 


8.—(a) As TO WHEN INTEREST SHOULD BB PAID ON THE VALUB 
or THE FixruRES OR TIMBER INCLUDED IN THE SALE. 
Fiztures.—The first point, of course, is to ascertain whether the 
purchaser has to pay for the fixtures, or whether he will get them 
without payment. This question hardly comes within the scope dl 
this article, but the reader may be reminded that, in the case 
of the sale of a house when the vendor is both the owner and 
occupier, unless the vendor has provided to the contrary by & 
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jal condition, both the landlord’s and the tenant’s fixtures 
will pass to the purchaser without payment. In other cases of 
sale of house property, the purchaser will be presumed to have 
notice of an ordinary tenant’s ordinary right to fixtures, and will 
therefore take subject thereto. 
When the contract provides that the fixtures shall be paid for 
and there is delay in completion, unless the amount of the valua- 
tion is large, the amount, if any, to be paid for interest is usually 


‘ grranged between the vendor and purchaser personally without 


fessional assistance after the completion of the purchase has 
taken place. 

If the amount of the valuation is large, then the question of 
principle has to be considered. If the valuation has been made 
at the time when the purchaser is allowed to take possession, and 
such taking of possession occurs before the date fixed by the 
contract for the completion of the purchase, then it is usual for the 
vendor to require him as a condition of entering, to pay the 
amount thereof. But if the purchaser takes possession before the 
date fixed for completion and before the valuation has been made, 
then the usual arrangement made is for the purchaser to pay a 
fair rental for the use of the fixtures from the date of taking 

ssion, the amount thereof to be arrived at by charging 
interest as £4 per cent. on the amount of the valuation when 
ascertained. In the absence of such or any arrangement, the 
above arrangement would be taken to be implied. 

In other cases the amount of the valuation will be considered as 
part of the purchase money, and, consequently, the rules affecting 
the payment of interest on the balance of purchase money will 
be applicable. 


Timber.—As regards the payment of interest on the amount of 
the valuation of timber included in the sale, there will almost 
invariably be a condition in the contract dealing with the matter. 
Should, however, by any accident there be not one, the rule is 
that the timber growing on the land at the date of the sale would 
pass to the purchaser without extra payment (Colegrave v. Dias 
Santos, 1823, 2 B. & C. 76). 

If the contract contains no definition of what is intended by 
the use of the word “timber,” it may be said, speaking roughly, 
that in every place oak, ash and elm twenty years old and upwards 
are ‘‘ timber,” provided that they are not too old to have a 
reasonable quantity of saleable wood in them sufficient to make 
a good post (Honywood v. Honywood, 1874, 18 Eq. 306 ; Gibbons 
on Dilapidations, p. 215). And by local custom other trees may 
be timber (ibid). See also Webster’s Conditions of Sale, 3rd ed., 
pp-175, 176. The contract usually provides that timber shall be 
paid for down to the value of a shilling per stick. 

The principle as to the payment of interest in the case of timber 
is not quite the same as in the case of fixtures, in consequence of 
the fact that the increase in value of the timber between the date of 
the contract and the date of the valuation is regarded as equivalent 
tointerest on the purchase money. Therefore, in general, interest 
on the sum to be paid for the timber does not begin to run until 
the sum has been ascertained (Sugden, 631). 

But there may be timber which does not increase in bulk day 
by day. For instance, timber usually known as “ mature 
timber” or timber which has even passed this stage, that is 
timber in process of decay. According to Dart’s “ Vendor and 
Purchaser,” 7th ed., pp. 655, 656, even in the case of timber which 
has arrived at maturity, interest ought not as a general rule to be 
paid prior to the valuation, and the reason given is that there has 
not been any increase nor any advantage to the purchaser. It is 
submitted that this is not the correct view. The ordinary rule is 
that, in the case of timber, the amount of the interest from the 
completion date to the date of the valuation is actually included 
in the amount of the valuation, and this is the reason why 
interest only starts from the time of the making of such valuation. 
It is difficult, therefore, to understand why a purchaser should not 
pay interest from the date fixed for completion in the case of 
mature timber, because in that case the valuation does not include 
any interest, and the fact that no advantage accrues to the 
purchaser is beside the matter. The learned Editors go on to say 
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that “the case might, however, probably be different if the 
purchaser has been the cause of, or consenting to, the delay in 
valuation ; or if, the chief value of the timber consisting in its 
ornamental character, he had been in the possession of the estate. 
And, on the other hand it does not seem that the purchaser has 
any claim against the vendor where the delay has been caused by 
the vendor, even though the timber is decaying ; for the decreased 
value is covered by the valuation ;. but in the case of perishing 
ornamental timber it might conceivably be different.” 


(b) As TO WHAT WILL AMOUNT TO A SUFFICIENT APPROPRIATION 
OF THE PURCHASE MONEY TO RELIEVE THE PURCHASER 
FROM PAYMENT OF INTEREST. 

No very definite guidance can be obtained from the cases, 
which are mostly of ancient date, and it is doubtful whether 
at the present day the court would consider itself bound by 
many of them. 

The custom is almost invariably to pay the balance of the 
purchase money into a bank on deposit to a separate account 
and give the vendor notice thereof. Though an investment on 
any other security, with notice to the vendor, would equally 
answer the purpose. 

It is usual and proper, and probably necessary, that the alloca- 
tion should be to a separate account, and in such a way that the 
purchaser must not obtain any advantage from the deposit. 
In one case the purchaser continued to employ the balance of 
the purchase money in his business, and gave notice to the 
vendor that he should not pay any interest from a particular 
day, and it was held that this did not amount to an effectual 
appropriation: Williams v. Glenton, 1866, 1 Ch. App. 200. In 
another case (Dyson v. Hornby, 1851, 4 De G. & Sm. 481) the 
purchaser kept the money idle and gave notice, and it was 
held that this was a sufficient appropriation, but it is not at all 
certain that this case would now be followed. Lord St. 
LEONARDS did not consider that a payment into the general 
banking account of a purchaser would be a sufficient appropria- 
tion to relieve him from payment of interest (Sug. 14th 
Ed. 628). 

Another point of some little interest is whether it is necessary 
that the purchaser should appropriate the money so as to bear 
interest. In Re Gold’s and Norton’s Contract, 1885, 52 L.T. 323, 
the purchaser was relieved from payment of interest by reason 
of his having deposited the balance of the purchase money into 
a bank, although no interest was allowed by the bank. Kay, J. 
in giving judgment, said: “ It appears that the bank does not 
allow interest on a deposit for so short a period as in the present 
case”. The point was not argued. 

It need hardly be pointed out that to make the appropriation 
effectual it is absolutely necessary that the purchaser should 
give notice thereof to the vendor. In fact the interest will 
only cease to run from the date of the notice (Powell v. Martyr, 
1803, 8 Ves. 146). 

The appropriation has, of course, to be made at the risk of 
the purchaser, except where itis made with the vendor's consent 
in the joint names of the vendor and purchaser or their respective 
solicitors, in which case the vendor would have to bear any loss 
caused by the appropriation (Burroughes v. Browne, 1852, 9 Ha, 
609). 

(To be continued.) 





Mr. Howard Martin, J.P., past president of the Surveyors’ 
Institution, died at —— last Saturday, in his seventy-seventh 
year. The son of the Rev. Samuel Martin, of Westminster, he 
was sent to University College School, London, and was articled 
to Mr. R. Jacomb Hood, C.E. For several years he was an 
assistant engineer on the construction of railways in Surrey and 
Sussex, and the Newhaven Harbour Works. In 1870 he became 
a partner in a firm of surveyors at Croydon, and in 1882 he joined 
the late Mr. Herbert Thurgood, surveyor, at 27, Chancery-lane, 
and practised as a surveyor and land agent till 1920. In 1908-9 
he was president of the Surveyors’ Institution, having been a 
member of the Council since 1892. In 1920 he was appointed 


Official Arbitrator under the Acquisition of Land Compensation 
Act, 1919. 
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Dissolutions of Parliament and the 
“ Prerogativa Regis.” 


REcENT discussions in Press and Parliament upon the exact 
constitutional position of the King, when called upon to decide 
whether he will grant or refuse a dissolution of Parliament at 
the request of his Prime Minister for the time being, have prayed 
liberally in aid such authorities as Dicey, Anson, Berriedale Keith, 
and Leonard Courtney. But no reference, so far as we know, 
has been made to any elucidation of the subject which might be 
obtained in the works of that incomparable master of English 
Legal and Constitutional History, the late Professor Maitland. 
Therefore we turned with interest to the works of that distin- 
guished authority, curious to see if we should find therein any 
instruction or enlightenment. 

Now, in the second volume of Maitland’s Collected Papers, 
there appears, at p. 182, an essay on the “ Prevrogativa — 
oviginellty published as an article in the English Historical Review, 
April, 1891. The ‘‘ Prerogativa Regis” is a very peculiar and 
interesting document. It used to be printed as a statute of the 
seventeenth year of Edward II, but Professor Maitland has shown 
that this was a mere accident. The medieval lawyers, towards 
the close of that epoch, drew a line in their manuscripts separating 
the “‘ Statuta Vetera” and the ‘‘ Statuta Nova.” The former 
ended with the close of Edward III’s reign. Of course, 
since Edward II was immediately succeeded by Edward III, there 
is no interval of time between these two epochs, whether we 
measure the duration of time in accordance with Newtonian or 
Rinsteinian principles. But in the MSS. of the medieval lawyers 
there grew up a practice of inserting in between these two any 
document of whose date they were uncertain—like the Apocrypha 
inserted between Old and New Testament. Among these 
documents was the “ Pr ativa Regis.” 

It is quite clear that the document, thus accidentally inserted 
as a statute, is not an Act of Parliament at all; but whether its 
date is the reign of Henry III or that of Edward I is a matter of 
doubt. In either case it seems to be, so Professor Maitland 
holds, in reality a legal tract or pamphlet by a lawyer setting out 
his views of what are the incidents of the “‘ Prarogativa Regis.” 
It is therefore some sort of Contemporanea Expositio of the actual 
character of the Prerogative in the later Middle Ages. It 
purports, indeed, to be a brief summary—in a series of short 
chapters—setting out the ‘‘ King’s Rights ” ; incidentally it gives 
illustrative cases and tells instructive stories about the heirs and 
the widows of various princely personages. Heirship and 
wardship, the King’s guardianship over the lands of ‘‘ Natural 
Fools ’’—4.e., idiots or lunatics, alienations by the King’s tenants 
and the like; these form the subject-matter of this treatise or 
statute, whichever of the two it be. 

What is especially interesting for our present purpose is one 
point which clearly emerges from the “ is,” 
namely,that the King’s Prerogative consists essentially in the right 
of a feudal Lord Paramount in the lands of his subjects. All the 
King’s powers are conferred upon him in order to protect his rights 
as a landowner in all the lands of his Kingdom; they are all 
ancillary or auxiliary to such paramount rights. ‘‘ Tres “ 
for example, are “‘ Breaches of the King’s Peace,” not because 
they may lead to violence among his subjects, but because they 
interfere with His Majesty’s enjoyment of his mount rights 
in his Eminent Domain. Felonies are capi crimes, because 
they take away from a loyal subject the goods which, prior to 
the Statute of Executors, escheated on that subject’s death 
to the King as bona vacantia: the right of a man’s next-of-kin 
to inherit his chattels was quite foreign to the earlier stages of 
the Common Law. And so it is with all the King’s rights and 
duties of every kind. 

Now it is an elementary principle of modern Constitutional 
Law that the “‘ Prerogative of the King”’ is the “ Privilege” of 
his subjects, i.c., the King must exercise his prerogative rights, 
not for his own benefit, but for the protection of his subjeets, 
in accordance with the advice of his constitutional legal advisers. 
But why is the Prime Minister the adviser on whose advice the 
King must rely? The answer is historical. Because at one 
time the Prime Minister was the Lord High Treasurer, who 
ax the King’s chest, i.c., the revenues derived from his feudal 

ights over his subjects’ lands, and managed the King’s domains. 
Simee the “ Prerogative ” was entirely an inci means of 
protecting the King’s rights as Paramount Lord, it followed 
that the Lord High rer, who was steward in substance of 
the Eminent Domain, was the adviser of His Majesty as to the 
exercise of the Prerogative. 

Thus there stands revealed one of the historical wonders of 
our Constitution—the strange way in which a feudal overlord’s 

ights in land gave rise to an instrument for their protection, 

th gradually developed into a system of Administrative 
Government (under the Tudors), finally became a trust 
exercised by His Majesty for the benefit of his people under 





Jam. 26, 1924 


modern conditions of Parliamentary Government. The origina} 
reason why the King acted on his Treasurer’s advice in the 
exercise of the Prerogative was simply because the Treasurer 
was a technical financial expert, who must be deemed, like a 
modern inventor’s stockbroker or banker, to understand best 
how His Majesty could get in the greatest revenue. By a series 
of perfectly natural steps this technical financial expert has 
become a mier, whose advice must be followed in all : acts of 
monarchial jurisdiction. 








Wills —— Ademption Excluded _ by 
Legislation— War Loans— Railway 
Conversions. 


[COMMUNICATED. ] 


Ir has for many years ceased to be the law that, where a 
change is effected in the nature of stocks by — authority 
between the date of the testator’s will and the date of his deat) 
specific legacies of stocks so changed are not adeemed: vide 
Cozens-Hardy, M.R., Re Slater, 1907, 1 Ch. 665, at p. 671. The 
law to-day is that, in such cases, ademption takes place, and 
the only recognized exception is where, as a result of the change, 
the substituted stocks are to all intents and purposes the same 
thing as the stocks referred to in the will. 

This exception, originally accentuated in the case of Oates 
v. Oates, 9 Hare, 1852, 666, at p. 672, was accepted by the Cowt 
of Appeal as being a correct statement of the law in the year 
1907; Re Slater, swpra, and has since been applied in later cases, 
See Re Clifford, 1912, 1 Ch. 29; Re Leeming, 1912, 1 Ch. 828; 
cf. Re Smith, 1902, 2 Ch. 667. 

But it is plain that the application of this principle would 
afford no relief where the new stock was not comparable with 
the old, which is the case where War Loan issues have been 
changed by the exercise of conversion rights attaching to them, 
or where railway stocks have been converted pursuant to the 
recent amalgamation schemes. 

In such cases, however, the Legislature has seen the necessity 
for expressly excluding the doctrine of ademption; so that 
testators need not trouble their heads about making codicils 
to their wills, in order to avert ademption, which have 
already, in effect, been made for them by the State. 

Clause 4 of the War Loan (Exchange of Securities) Rules, 
1917, meets the case of any exchanged securities in War Loan 
issues, e.g., Exchequer Bonds converted into 5 per cent. War Loan, 
by providing that in such case, there shall be no lapse, but that 
the bequest of such securities shall be construed as a specifie 
bequest of the amount of the new securities for which the same 
were exchanged: Re Macartney, 1920, 36 T.L.R., 394. 

Somewhat wider provisions are contained in the various 
schemes carried through under the Railways Act, 1921, and 
these schemes, having been approved by the Railways 
tion Tribunal, have, under s. 7 (3) of the Act, the force of an 
Act of Parliament. 

The wording employed in all the schemes is practically the 
same, and, as regards wills, a reference to the old stocks is to 
be deemed to be a reference to the stocks substituted therefor 
by virtue of the schemes. ; 

This wordifg meets the case not merely of specific legacies, 
but also of general legacies which might otherwise have failed 
for another reason, namely, that, since the stock named in the 
will was no longer purchasable, it was —— to gauge the 
quantum of the legacy ueathed, and therefore, it must fail 
for uncertainty. See Re , 1887, 36 Ch. D., 205. 
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Reviews. 
Sale of Land. 


A TREATISE ON THE LAW OF VENDOR AND PURCHASER OF REAL 
ESTATE AND CHATTELS REAL. Intended for the use of Con- 
veyancers of either Branch of the Profession. By T. CyYPRIAN 
WituaMs, Barrister-at-Law, one of the COonveyanci 
Counsel of the Court. Third Edition, by the Author, ass 
by Joun M. Licurwoop, Barrister-at-Law. | In Two Volumes. 
Vol, 2. Sweet & Maxwell, Ltd. 90s, net, 2 vols 
We have already noticed (67 Sou. J. 295) the first volume 

of this edition of Mr. Cyprian Williams’ well-known work. It 

is latest of a series of four famous works—famous at 
least to conveyancers—which have embodied, and assisted in 





the development of, the law relating to Sale of Land. 
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on “ Abstracts of Title’’ was not unlike the present work in 
that it was—as im a few years this presumably will be—the 
gecord of a system which society had outworn. Sugden’s 
work followed in the early of the last century, and he woke 
to find himself famous. t least the story goes that his table 
was at once covered with Abstracts—pro bulky ones, not 
the meagre things of to-day, themselves to Ne tarther emaciated 
under the coming system. ‘‘ Preston,’ of course, is now only 
for the conveyancer who loves to explore the sources of his art ; 
but ‘‘ Sugden ” is still a mine in which even the modern prac- 
titioner can delve. Then came “ Dart ’’—still with us in editions 
the last but one of which bore Lord Haldane’s name, and the 

mt bears Sir Benjamin Cherry’s—and the series is completed 
by the work before us. Of course, there have been smaller 
works dealing with the subject—works, some of them, of t 

ical utility. But for treatises designed and execu on 

e grand scale, perhaps our list is right. 

To a very large ven ee the questions arising in the making 
and carrying out of a contract of sale have been discussed in 
the first. volume, and that is the volume to which the practitioner 
will have occasion most frequently to refer. We must except, 
however, the two concluding chapters of the volume before us, 
dealing with the Sale of Registered Land and with Death Duties. 
The Registration of Titles is now everyday practice in London, 
and, if in some respects it offers a simplified system, it lacks 
not a few of the conveniences attending ordinary conveyancing. 
In the chapter on this subject, the questions arising in connection 
with registration are examined with great minuteness; and in 
particular the procedure to be followed on a contemporaneous 
sale and mortgage, either of land which is already registered, or of 


' and to be brought on the register for the first time, is discussed 


(pp. 1183-1188). Occasionally it may be expedient to resort 
to elaborate modes of conveyancing such as are described here, 
and the forms for which are given in the Precedent books (see 
Key and Elphinstone, 11th edition, pp. 313-319). But we imagine 
that in general ice it is considered to be sufficient to rely 
on the forms transfer and charge prescribed by the Land 
Transfer Rules, with the additions now freely allowed by the 
Registrar. The Chapter on Death Duties deals with a matter of 
everyday conveyancing practice, and the ascertaining that 
land has been properly cleared of duties which have attached 
to it is one of the most troublesome of the conveyancer’s duties. 
The whole subject is very fully considered by Mr. Williams, and 
he expresses agreement with the Irish decision in Re Conlon and 
Faulkener’s Contract, 1916, 1 I.R. 241, that the payment of death 
duties should be stated in the Abstract and proved by the vendor, 
though he disagrees with that decision so far as it throws the 
expense of proof on the vendor. If the receipts for succession 
duty, or the certificate of discharge of estate duty, are not in the 
vendor’s possession, then, in accordance with the ordinary rule, 
the expense of procuring them falls on the vendor (pp. 1218, 1250). 
The chapter records the abolition of settlement estate duty and 
of increment value duty—which was payable on death as well 
as on sale—and the discussion of the liability to succession duty 
on future estates which are transferred or remitted before falling 
into possession is a very interesting example of careful and 
exact work. Neither the Succession Duty Act, 1853, nor judicial 
decision, has, it seems, determined how duty is chargeable 
when a reversion is transmitted by a title which confers a new 
succession, such as descent or devise (pp. 1203, et seq). 

We should include also thechapter on Personal Capacity as a part 
of this volume affecting the formation and carrying out of the con- 
tract. In respect of infants, it gives the important case of R. Leslie, 
Ltd. v. Sheill, 1914, 2 K.B. 607, which rejected the liability in equity 
of an infant to repay, on attaining twenty-one, money which 
he had improperly obtained ; and as to married women, the recent 
cases of Edwards v. Porter, and McNeall v. Hawes (now reported 
1923, 2 K.B. 538), on the liability of the husband for his wife’s 
fraud in connection with a contract, are noted. The title Aliens 
is made the occasion of a useful summary of the effect of war on 
contracts—including Tingley v. Miiller, 1917, 2 Ch. 144, where a 
contract for the sale of land was in question—and of the Treaty 
of Peace Acts ‘and Orders under which the “ Treaty C Be 
has been created ; and in connection with foreign corporations 
and their capacity to own land in England, Mr. Williams states 
his conclusions on a matter which he has already discussed in 
these columns, 66 Sot. J. 70, 85, 414. 

The remaining chapters are those on Mistake; Fraud, Mis- 
representation, Duress, and Undue Influence ; Ill ity in the 
Contract ; Relative Disability in Equity ; i.e., disability arising 
from the relationship of the parties, such as trustee and beneficiary; 
the Disc of the Contract ; and Remedies for Breach of the 
Contract. e chapter on Mistake enables Mr. Williams to cite 
the recent decision of the Court of Appeal in Craddock Bros., Ltd. 
v. Hunt, 1923, 2 Ch. 186, as confirming his argument that, since 
the Judicature Acts, a plaintiff may sue at once for rectification 
of a written agreement on parol evidence and for specific perform- 
&nce of the agreement as rectified. In the chapter on Fraud, etc., 

examines in detail the rules at law and in equity as to the 
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effect of fraud or misrepresentation on the right to avoid a 
contract, and enumerates with full explanations (pp. 799, et seq.) 
the points which must be established to give a right of rescission. 
In the chapter on Discharge of the Contract, the question of 
parol variation of a written contract is discussed with special 
reference to the recent House of Lord’s case of Morris v. Baron, 
1918, A.C. 1, and the curious Court of Ap case of Rose & Frank 
Co. v. Crompton, 1923, 2 K.B. 261, no in the Addenda, p. xivi. 
And finally the chapter on Remedies for Breach of the Contract 
contains a very interesting discussion of the right of the vendor 
to retain a deposit, yeep eon it should be applied on a resale, 
even where it not in fact been paid: see Dewar v. Mintoft, 
1912, 2 K.B. 373 ; and it explains the reason why a vendor suing 
for damages cannot include his expenses, though these were 
allowed in Essex v. Daniell, L.R. 10 C.P. 538. It puts him ina 
better position than if the contract had been completed, in which 
case he would have had to pay his own expenses. 

Our sketch of this volume will show how full it is of matter, 
and how carefully it has been revised and brought up to date. 
This process includes numerous addenda to both volumes, 
since the Rent Restriction Acts affect the power of sale of 
mortgages Mr. Williams has managed to get into the Addenda 
a sufficient statement of the Act of 1923. The issue of the first 
volume in advance of the second had the disadvantage that it 
had to be used without the help of an Index and Table of Cases. 
But this has been temporary. The Table of Cases comes at the 
end of the second volume, and the Index, for which Mr. H. Ernest 
Glaisyer has been responsible, is very full and is very methodically 
arranged. It is an extremely efficient feature of the work, and 
in the essential machinery of reference, as well as in the style 
of the book generally, the convenience of the reader has been 
carefully studied by author and publishers. 





Restrictive Covenants. 


THE Use oF LAND AS AFFECTED BY COVENANTS AND OBLIGATIONS 
NOT IN THE ForM OF COVENANTS. By J. C. V. BEHAN, M.A., 
LL.D. (Melb.); M.A., B.C.L. (Oxon.); First Rhodes Scholar 
for the State of Victoria; Warden of Trinity College in the 
University of Melbourne ; formerly Stowell Civil Law Fellow 
and Dean of University College, Oxford, Barrister-at-Law. 
Sweet & Maxwell, Ltd. 15s. net. 


This book is heralded by a ‘‘ Foreword ”’ by the Joint Examiners 
for the Melbourne LL.D., and we gather that Dr. Behan, while he 
remained at Oxford, was a notable addition to the teaching staff 
of the Law School there ; that the present work was his thesis 
for the Melbourne LL.D.; and that it is part of a work on the 
Law of Real Property on which the author is engaged. A recom- 
mendation of this kind is unusual, and certainly it is in this case 
unnecessary, for no one who has studied the subject of restrictive 
covenants—and a conveyancer nowadays cannot get far without 
doing so—can fail to discover for himself that Dr. Behan has made 
a very learned and useful contribution to the literature of the 
subject. Not the least interesting part is his discussion of the 
rise and development of the doctrine of covenants running with 
the land in equity ; originally founded on the ground of notice, 
as in Tulk v. M , 12 Ph. 774; this has been shifted to the 
doctrine of ‘‘ equitable easement,’’ see per Jessel, M.R., in 
L. & S.W. Ry. Co. v. Gomm, 20 Ch. D. 562, and per Collins, L.J., 
in Rogers v. Hesegood, 1900, 2 Ch. 388 ; and there is the question 
whether such an easement can bind the land if it is an easement 
in gross ; that is, if the covenantee retains no land to which it can 
be attached. In Z.C.C. v. Allen, 1914, 3 K.B. 642, the Court. of 
Appeal said no, and Dr. Behan has a very interesting discussion 
of this case. Then, assuming that the original vendor and 
covenantee retains land to which the benefit of the covenant can 
attach, under what circumstances does an assignee of the whole or 
part of that land take this benefit. For in the complete operation 
of a covenant running with the land, the benefit runs with the 
dominant tenement—to adopt the of easements 
proper—and the burden runs with the servient tenement. The 
various circumstances under which ‘the benefit will run were 
stated by Collins, L.J., in Regers v. Hosegood, supra. The 
benefit is originally attached to the land and passes by assignment 
without express mention; or the benefit is expressly assigned 
with the land ; or there is a building scheme which raised mutual 
rights and obligations between all the persons participating in it. 
The conditions for a building scheme were defined by ¢ - 
Hardy, M.R., in Reid v. Bickerstaff, 1909, 2 Ch. 305. These are 
the lines on which Dr. Behan carries on his full and interesting 
discussion of the subject. There have been two recent eases— 
Northbourne v. Johnston, 1922, 2 Ch. 309, and Chambers v. Randall, 
1928, 1 Ch. 149, which requires to be considered. Dr. Behan 

ives the former as an addendum, but the reader should note the 
atter for himself. The book is a very useful and weleome 
contribution to a subject at once di and of great practical 
importance ; one of the i treatises which are of real 
advantage to the practitioner and the student alike. 
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Rent Restriction. 


LEADING CAsSEs ON RENT Restriction. With an Introductory | 


Outline. By ALEXANDER CarIRns, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens 
and Sons, Ltd. Js. net. 


We can welcome Mr. Cairns as a fellow worker in the same 
field. We ourselves conceived some time back the project of a 
collection of Rent Restriction Cases, and we completed the 
publication of them last week. Mr. Cairns has done the same 
work on a larger scale, and his collection of cases is given in a 
very convenient form. They are arranged under appropriate 
headings—such as Apportionment, Conversion or Reconstruction, 
Standard Rent, Statutory Tenant—the headings being in alpha- 
betical order, and for each case the facts are shortly stated, with 
a summary of or brief extracts from the judgments. The heading 
** Attendance ”’ gives Nye v. Davis, 1922, 2 K.B. 56, and other 
cases, and under ‘‘ Conversion or Reconstruction ’”’ there is a 
useful collection of some eight cases on a question which has 
caused a good deal of trouble in practice. ill v. Luck, which 
excludes Ord. 14 in Rent Restriction cases, is given with a 
reference to The Times of 23rd October, 1923 ; it will be found 
ante, p. 100 and 40 T.L.R. 38; and of course Keenes v. Dean, on 
the statutory tenant’s right to assign, has been reversed. But 
this is the accident that all writers of law books have to be 
prepared for. Mr. Cairns’ book will be very useful to the 
practitioner. 








Books of the Week. 


Accountancy.—Pupil to Practitioner, a Philosophical Discourse 
concerning the Accountancy Profession. By Cyrm H. TEMPLE, 
F.S.A.A. E. Marlborough & Co., Ltd. 3s. 6d. net. 


Tax Cases.—A Digest and Index of the Official Reports of 
Tax Cases (Income Tax, Super Tax, Inhabited House Duty, and 
Corporation Duty). Being a Judicial Dictionary of Tax Law. 
Prepared for the Board of Inland Revenue by E. R. Harrison, 
LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. 3rd edition. Revised and considerably 
enlarged. H.M. Stationery Office. 25s. net. 

~ Holdings.—The Agricultural Holdings Act, 1923 
With Explanatory Notes and General Forms. Also the Statutory 
Rules and Regulations made by the Ministry of Agriculture and 
Fisheries thereunder, and the County Court Rules and Forms 
relating thereto. By A. J. SpeNceR, Barrister-at-Law. 7th 
edition. Stevens & Sons, Ltd. 10s. 6d. net. 


The Minnesota Law Review.— January, 1924. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 
High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re LOUIS ROSENBLUM: ROSENBLUM v. ROSENBLUM. 
Eve, J. 11th January. 


WiLL — CHARITABLE GirTs — JEWIsH UNIVERSITY — JEWISH 
ORPHANAGE FOR Boys—JEWI8H NATIONAL FUND—VALIDITY— 
Cy prés. 

A testator bequeathed a legacy of £1,000 to the projected Jewish 
University of Jerusalem and devised a freehold house for a Jewish 
orphanage for boys wherein Hebrew as a living language should 
be taught. He also gave his residuary estate to the Jewish National 
Fund, a name by which the Jiidische Nationalfonds, Lid., was 
known in this country. 

Held, that all the three gifts were valid, and that as regards the 
second a scheme should be prepared cy prés. 





By his will dated 7th November, 1918, the testator bequeathed 
a legacy of £1,000 for the projected Jewish University of 
Jerusalem, which was not yet built, and secondly he devised a 
freehold house and grounds at Preston Park, Brighton, for a 
Jewish orphanage for boys wherein Hebrew as a living language 
should be taught, and thirdly by a codicil dated 22nd September, 
1919, he devised and bequeathed his residuary estate to the 
Jewish National Fund. The testator died on 13th October, 1919, 
and his will was duly proved, his estate being sworn at between 
£35,000 and £36,000. This originating summons was taken out 
by the trustee of the will against the beneficiaries to have it 
determined whether the above three gifts were valid as charitable, 
and whether the legacy of £1,000 should be paid to the defendant 
company, the Jiidische Nationalfonds, Lid., as representing the 
Zionist Organization, or to some other person. There was 
evidence to show that the Jiidische Nationalfonds, Lid., was 
generally referred to in this country as the Jewish National Fund, 


| arbitrator's award. 


| 
| It was contended by counsel on behalf of the defendant company 


| that the gift of residue was a gift to a limited company who were 

entitled to hold the funds, and that it was not a trust; 

| referred to Attorney-General v. Cordwainers Co., 3 My. & K. 
and Yates v. University College, London, L.R. 7, H.L. 438. Op 
the other hand, the heir and next-of-kin of the testator argued 
that the gift was bad. 

Eve, J., held that the legacy of £1,000 to the Jewish University 
should be paid to the treasurer for the time being of the Zionist 
Organization, to be applied by him for the general purposes of 
the university. He also held that the gift of the house for a 
Jewish orphanage for boys was a good charitable gift, and that 
a scheme should be prepared cy prés. With regard to the gift of 
residue, he said that the most convenient way to dispose of the 
case would be to read the declaration which he proposed to 
make, namely, that according to the true construction of the 
will the company was beneficially entitled to the fund, to be 
applied by them so far as was necessary for the purposes indicated 
by the testator, and as to the balance for the general purposes 
of the company. The words of the gift here were too strong to 
permit him to hold that there was any resulting trust for those 
claiming under the testator—a conclusion which was strengthened 
by the fact that it was only necessary to read the will and codicil 
to see that the testator never contemplated the residue going for 
any other than public purposes. He did not intend the family 
to participate, but gave them by a bequest in the codicil an 
opportunity of getting some benefit by going to Palestine and 
living and working on the land there. It was hard to believe that 
he intended that the fund, so far as it was not applied, should 
go to the heir at law or next-of-kin. The testator intended to 
dispose of his residuary estate, and he had done so by giving it 
to the company. Unless he (his lordship) could find language in 
the codicil which cut down the words of the gift, he was bound 
to say that the testator intended to benefit other persons of the 
same persuasion who were willing to go and colonize Palestine 
and so exhaust the fund. The declaration, therefore, would be 
as he had stated.—CouUNSEL: Gover, K.C., and King ; Maugham, 
K.C., and Quass; Clifford, Mortimer, Waite, Phillips, Dighton 
Pollock. Sowicrrors: Walmsley & Stansbury for Dell & Loader, 
Brighton; H. G. Baron; Rawle, Johnstone & Co. for Lawson, 
Coppock & Hart, Manchester ; S.'Teff ; the Treasury Solicitor. 


[Reported by S. E. WILLIAMS, Barrister-at-Law.] 


CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 
Court of Appeal. 


KENDJIAN v. GUMUCHDJIAN. No. i. 


PRACTICE— REFERENCE TO SPECIAL REFEREE— ACCOUNT ORDERED 
— CONSENT AS TO TAKING—MOTION TO VARY CERTIFICATE— 
JURISDICTION OF COURT—ARBITRATION AcT, 1889, 52 & 53 
Vict. c. 49, ss. 13, 14—R.S.C. Order 36 & 54. 

Where the court refers any question in an action requiring special 
or detailed examination, such as accounts to a special referee or 
arbitrator agreed on by the parties under the Arbitration Act, 1889, 
it does not lose jurisdiction over the matter, and a party dissatisfied 
with the report or award of the referee may move to vary it or to 
set it aside. 


Decision of Russell, J., ante, p. 81, reversed. 


5th November. 


Appeal from a decision of Russell, J., ante p. 81. The facts 
are fully stated in the judgment below. By the Arbitration 
Act, 1889, s. 14 (c), in any cause or matter, if the question in 
dispute consists wholly or in part of matters of account, the 
court or a judge may at any time order. . . any question or 
issue of fact arising therein to be tried before a special referee 
or arbitrator respectively agreed on by the parties, or before an 
official referee or officer of the court. 

PoLLock, M.R., said that there were two appeals from orders 
made by Russell, J., on 16th October. A partnership action 
had been brought in which the plaintiff alleged that he and the 
second defendant were partners in the carpet business of the 
first defendant, Gumuchdjian. Russell, J., had held that the 
business belonged to the first defendant, and ordered an account 
to be taken of all transactions between the plaintiff and the 
defendants in the business. He ordered the account, ins 
of being taken in chambers, to be taken by the consent of the 
parties by two well-known accountants, and if they sho 
not agree, by a chartered accountant to be named by them. 
It was apubakie a very wise way of taking the accounts, as they 
would be very difficult and complex. In due course the account 
proceeded, and Mr. Basden and Mr. Moore, the accountants, 
were unable to agree, and they nominated as referee Mr. Hennell, 
who took the account and sent it to the court in the form of an 
The plaintiff, being dissatisfied with it, 
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moved to take the account off the file, and after that applied 
for explanations to furnished. Russell, J., ordered the 
tions, and the accountant submitted them. On 9th 

r there was a motion to vary the award, and Russell, J., 

both motions and the further consideration of the action 

at the same time. He held that the parties, having selected 
their own tribunal, must agree to abide by it, and dismissed 
poth motions on the ground that it was an order over which he 
pad no further jurisdiction. In his (his lordship’s) opinion, 
that view was wrong. The order made that the account should 
be taken still stood good, and the method adopted did not 
nt the court from exercising its jurisdiction in the usual 
way. The case must be sent back to Russell, J., and the motions 
remitted to him to vary. In any case, it was an interlocutory 
ent not finally deciding the rights of the parties. Counsel 
pine respondent had dwelt on the form of the order, but the 
same point often recurred in cases where accounts or valuations 
padto be taken. The mere fact that the parties had appointed 
an accountant on either side did not necessarily lead to a final 
. The court did not intend to discharge itself of all 
nsibility for the account which fell within s. 14 (c) of the 

itration Act, 1889. 

WARRINGTON and SARGANT, L.JJ., gave judgment to the 
same effect.—CoUNSEL: Comyns Carr and H. S. Buckmaster ; 
Preston, K.C., and Danckwerts. Soxictrors: McKenna & Co.; 
W. A. Crump. 

[Reported by H. LaAnGrorp Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.] 








SWAN v. SINCLAIR. No.1. 6th, 7th and 20th December. 


BASEMENT—RiGHt OF WaAy—PROPERTY SoLtD IN LoTs— 
COVENANT BY PURCHASERS OF VARIOUS Lots TO ForM RoApD- 
WAY— ROAD NEVER F'ORMED DURING Firty YEARS—NON-USER 
—ACQUIESCENCE IN OBSTRUCTIONS TO WAY—ABANDONMENT. 


Where several owners of adjacent properties have purchased them 
with a covenant to construct a roadway over a strip of land at the 
rear of those properties, and for that purpose to remove their garden 
fences extending over that strip; and where during fifty years 
no attempt has been made to construct the roadway nor to remove the 
fences ; and where, in addition, persons seeking to assert the right 
of way, or their predecessors in title, have acquiesced in obstructions, 
or have themselves dealt with the strip of land in a manner incon- 
sistent with the existence of the right, there is a presumption that 
the right of way has been abandoned, and has ceased to exist. 


Decision of P. O. Lawrence, J., 68 Sou. J. 186 ; 1923, W.N. 299, 
, per Warrington and Sargant, L.JJ. (Sir Ernest Pollock, 

.R., dissenting). 

A row of houses, with gardens at, back, situate in Essex-road, 
ae. were put up to auction in lots in 1871. One condition 
of sale was that a strip of land, 15 feet in width, being the rear 
of the back gardens of the lots, should be formed into a roadway 
leading into Church-road, which bounded the side of lot 1, at 
tight angles to Essex-road. The condition stipulated that the 
purchasers should, as soon as possible, form the roadway, removing 
such part of their garden fences as might be necessary from the 
lj-foot strip ; and the original conveyances to the purchasers 
expressed that the several lots were subject to and with the 
benefit of the right of way along the intended roadway. In 1871 
all the lots were separated from each other by fences, extending 
to the rear of the gardens, across the intended 15-foot strip, and 
a brick wall separated lot 1 (including the intended strip) from 
Church-road. From 1871 to 1922 no attempt was ever made to 
temove the fences or to form the roadway. In 1911 the plaintiff 
bought lots 2 and 3, his conveyance expressing that those lots 
had the benefit of the right of way. In 1873 his father had 
acquired a lease of lot 1, expiring in 1922, and in 1883 he levelled 
up the garden of lot 1, so as to form a drop of 6 feet between that 
garden and lot 2 over the 15-foot strip, a fence being subsequently 
erected to prevent slipping over the drop. The plaintiff himself 
became the lessee of lot 1 in 1904, and in 1919, in contemplation 
of the end of the lease, he desired to build a garage at the rear of 

2 and 3, to take the place of the garage he had constructed at 
the rear of lot 1; and for this purpose he levelled up the rear of 
the gardens of lots 2 and 3 to reach the level of the rear of lot 1, 
and, shortly before the lease expired, pulled down part of the 

k wall which separated lot 1 from Church-road, so as to make 
an opening along the 15-foot strip, and erected gates. The 

dant acquired the freehold of lot 1 in 1922, and erected a wall 
actoss the strip between lots 1 and 2. The plaintiff then brought 


the action, claiming the right of way along the strip as 
contemplated in 1871. 

P. 0. Lawrence, J., held that the easement had long been 

abandoned ; in view of the facts that the roadway had néver 

made, the strip had always been obstructed, the plaintiff 

other owners had acquiesced in the obstruction, the conduct, 

f the plaintiff or his father in altering part of the level 
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of the strip was inconsistent with the existence of the right. 
The plaintiff ap ed. The Court (Sir Ernest Pollock, M.R., 
dissenting) dismissed the appeal. 

WARRINGTON, L.J., said that from 1871 to 1922 no single 
owner of the right of way had used it, nor had any fence been 
removed. A wall had been built across the right of way, and 
had been allowed to remain. No objection to these obstructions 
was made by the plaintiff's predecessors in title or by any of the 
other persons interested in the maintenance of the right of way. 
The filling up of the garden at the back of lot 1 to a height of 
6 feet above the adjoining garden and the building of a retaining 
wall in 1883 seemed to him (his Lordship) to indicate a definite 
intention on the t of the defendant’s predecessors in title 
to render impassable the 15 feet for an indefinite period, probably 
on the assumption that the road had even then been abandoned. 
The plaintiff never took any steps to use the right of way until 
a few days before the expiration of the least of 1873, when he 
demolished the boundary wall, levelling the ground behind it, 
and, making an opening in the rdering Church-road, 
drove a motor-car from that road to the back of lots 2 and 3, 
where he said he intended to make a garage. The law on the 
subject was correctly stated by Baron Alderson in. Ward v. 
Ward, 7 Exch. 838, where hesaid : ‘‘ The presumption of abandon- 
ment cannot be made from the mere fact of non-user. 
must be other circumstances in the case to raise that presumption. 
The right is acquired by adverse enjoyment. e non-user, 
therefore, must be the consequence of something adverse to the 
user.”’ Inthe present case the user of the road had been rendered 
impossible, not only by the continuance of obstructions existing 
at the date of the grant, but also by the creation of a fresh one 
by the raising in 1883 of the land over which the way would pass. 
The facts were sufficient to raise the presumption that the right 
was not merely in abeyance and capable at any time of being 
revived, but had been abandoned, and had now ceased to exist 
The appeal failed, and must be dismissed. 

SaRJANT, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect. 

Sir ERNEsT PoLitock, M.R., in a dissenting judgment, said 
that non-user was not in itself conclusive evidence of abandon- 
ment. It would seem as if circumstances had induced upon 
all the owners a common delay in making the roadway. He 
did not think that non-interference with what the owner of 
lot 1 did in 1883 was a clear indication of an intention to abandon 
the rights, as at that time the road was not in being, and there 
could be no cesser of user. The inactivity did not seem to him 
(the Master of the Rolls) sufficient to justify the presumption 
of abandonment.—CouNsEL: C. E. C. Jenkins, K.C., and 
J. E. Harman, for the appellant ; Owen Thompson, K.C., and 
R. M. Pattisson, for the respondent. Soxicrrors: Stanley, 
Evans & Co. ; Davey & Pearce. 

{Reported by G. T. WaITFIELD-Hayres, Barrister-at-Law.] 


KEEVES v. DEAN; NUNN v. PELLEGRINI. No. 2. 19th December. 


LANDLORD AND TENANT—STATUTORY 'TENANCY—STATUTORY 
RIGHT TO RETAIN PossEssSION—RIGHT TO ASSIGN—‘‘ TERM 
or CONDITION ’—INCIDENT OF TENANCY—INCREASE OF RENT 
AND MortTGAGE INTEREST (ReEsTRICTIONS) Act, 1920, 10 
and 11 Geo. 5, c. 17, s. 15. 

A tenant who, by reason of the Increase of Rent and Mortgage 
Interest (Restrictions) Act, 1920, has continued in possession 
after the termination of his original tenancy, cannot assign his 
interest in the premises. 

Decision of the Divisional Court, 67 Son. J. 790 ; 39 T.L.R. 652 
reversed. 

Appeals from the Divisional Court. In Keeves v. Dean, 
the plaintiff, the landlord, had brought proceedings in the Croydon 
County Court claiming to recover possession of the ises 
No. 268 London-road, Thornton Heath, Croydon, of which 
premises the plaintiff alleged that the defendant wrongfully 
took possession on or about 3rd January, 1923, and still wrong- 





—~ 
— 








fully retained possession against the will of the intiff. The 
premises were let in April, 1919, to one Beach on a weekly 
tenancy. There was no term or condition against assigning 


the tenancy. The tenancy was terminated by notice to quit, 
which had expired on 28th August, 1922, but the tenant Beach 
remained in possession after the expiry of the tenancy under 
the protection of the Rent Restrictions Act, 1920, e after- 
wards purported to assign his interest in the premises to the 
defendant, who claimed to be entitled to remain in possession 
under the protection of the Act of 1920. ‘The plaintiff contended 
that the defendant had no right to remain in on, and this 
contention was upheld by the county court judge, who held 
that the defendant was a trespasser, and made an order for the 
recovery of possession. This order was reversed by the Divisional 
Court. In Nunn v. Pellegriné the plaintiff was the owner of 
premises at Ipswich, and the tenant was a man per 
After the termination of his original tenancy, Stebbing sold 
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business and purported to assign his interest in the premises 
te the defendant, who claimed the protection of the Act of 1920. 
The learned judge at Ipswich County Court accepted the tenant’s 
contention, and refused to make an order for possession, and 
the Divisional Court affirmed his decision. 
Bankes, L.J.: These two appeals from decisions of the 
Divisional Court raise a very important question under the 
Rent Restriction Acts. The question is whether a person who 
had been tenant of ises, and whose tenancy had been 
determined by notice to :, but who had remained on against 
the will of the landlord, claiming the protection afforded by the 
Increase of Rent and M Interest (Restrictions) Act, 1920, 
can assign his statutory position to an assignee. The person 
1 have been ing to has come to be known as the “‘ statutory 
tenant,” and I th it is a pity that that expression was ever 
introduced. It is @ misnomer, because the who 
eannot be turned out because of the provisions of the statute 
has, in a sense, no estate or interest such asatenant has. His real 
position is that no one has any right to turn him out as long 
as the ions of the statute are complied with, and when 
one arrives at the conclusion that that is the legal position of 
the person who has been called the “ statutory tenant,” it follows 
that it is a purely personal right which, unless the statute expressly 
confers upon the person the right to pass it on, must cease the 
moment the person leaves the premises voluntarily, or ceases to 
them, or dies. 

I desire to reserve the question as to the right of a person 
who succeeds upon the death of a tenant. The cases of Collis 
v. Flower, 1921, 1 K.B. 409, and Mellows v. Low, 67 Sow. J. 261; 
1923, 1 K.B. 522 were both cases in which the original tenancy 
had not been determined, and therefore, in which the position 
of the person who has been called the statutory tenant, or the 
person who succeeded on the death of a statutory tenant, was not 
directly im question. It is quite true that in Mellows v. Low, 
supra, McCardie, J., expremed the view that there was no differ- 
ence between a case of the death of a person whose tenancy had 
been determined and the person who was remaining on under the 
statutory right created by the Act of 1920, but that was obiter, 
and I think that that question must receive separate considera- 
tion on some future occasion if ever the question arises, and I 
confine my judgment to-day strictly to the question whether the 
so-called statutory tenant has a right to assign his statutory 

ition. I think that depends on s. 15 of the Act of 1920. 

s-s. Ll of s. 15: “‘ A tenant who by virtue of the provisions 
of this Act retains possession of any dwelling-house to which 
this Act applies, shall, 0 long as he retains possession, observe 
and be entitled to the benefit of all the terms and conditions of 
the original tenancy, so far as the same are consistent with the 
provisions of this.Act, and shall be entitled to give up possession 
of the dwelling-house only on giving such notice as would have 
been required under the original contract of tenancy, or if no 
notice would have been so required, on giving not less than three 
months’ notice.” The first observation that I make on that 
sub-section is that it refers to the tenant’s statutory position 
as @ right to retain possession, and then it proceeds in terms to 
refer to the conditions on which the n shall exereise the 
right, and it proven that he must exercise the right subject to 
and with the benefit of all the terms and conditions of the original 
contract of tenancy. Those provisions deal with the position 
of the individual, and on what terms the individual enjoys the 
protection of the Act. It is argued that a person who is a tenant 
and whose tenancy does not contain a prohibition against assign- 
ing is entitled to use as one of the terms of the original tenancy the 
power to assign. Kt is established by two Sealshone of this 
Court—namely, Remon v. City of London Real Property Company, 
1921, 1 K.B. 49, and Cruise v. Terrell, 66 Sou. J. 365; 1925, 
} K.B. 664—that a person who is in possession by virtue of 
the statute only is a tenant within the Act. The question is 
whether the right to assign can be described as a term or con- 
dition of a tenancy. I do not think that it can be so described. 
The right to awign is a right incidental to an estate. It is not 
* correct me of to describe that right as a term or 
condition of the original contract of tenancy. Rent Restric- 
tion Act must be looked at as a whole to see whether it is necessary 
to pat on the language used some other meaning in order to make 
the statute as far as pomible a working whole. Looking at 
a. (2) of ». 15, it is really manifest that the Legislature used 
the words “termes and conditions of the original contract of 
tenamcy” in their strict legal meaning. Sub-section (2) is 
dealing with the parting with pomession, and provides that the 
tenant is not to part with that right to anyone except his landlord 
for valuable consideration, and if he does the assignor in subject 

m who pays the consideration or 

to recover it back, because he has paid 

j id agreement. When this legislation was intro- 
duced, it was hardly conceived that an assignment would be 
made except for valuable consideration. 1 think one may take 


correct, view, it follows that the Legislature was deali with 
assignments or parting with possession, speaking generally, 
the assumption that such a transaction would be for val 
consideration, and when one arrives at that conclusion one jx 
driven to the conclusion that s-s. (2) is, almost in terms, forbi 
the very thing which the dents here are asserting 
they havea right to do. It may be that some ingenious individuals 
have discovered that s-s. (2) is only dealing with parting 
possession for valuable consideration, and that it may be 

to lawfully part with possession without any consideration at 
and in that way to evade the provisions of s-s. (2). It is 
necessary, in my opinion, to consider that question, and the 
conclusion which I have arrived at on the construction of s-s, (] 
when read in connection with the provisions of s-s. (2), is that 
the statute does not confer, and did not intend to confer, on 
the so-called statutory tenant, a right to pass on his legal position 
under the statute by way of assignment. 

I say nothing about sub-letting for this reason, that one segs 
that where a statutory tenant has sub-let part of the premise 
which he claims the right to retain, it may be that he is sti] 
entitled to rely on the statute. What the position may be if he 
sub-lets the whale of the premises, and whether in those cireum. 
stances any distinction can be drawn between sub-letting and 
assignment, it is not necessary for the purpose of the present 
case to decide, and I do not propose to decide it; it must be 
reserved for further consideration, when that is necessary after 
the passing of the last statute (The Rent Restrictions Act, 1923), 
The decision of the Divisional Court cannot be supported in 
either of these two cases and the appeals must be allowed with 
costs here and below. 

Scruttron, L.J.: This case is another stage in the unwelcome 
task which Parliament has imposed on the courts, of making 
bricks with very insufficient statutory straw. My lord has rather 
objected to the expression ‘‘ statutory tenant.” I rather fancy 
I am the author of that phrase, and am still impenitent. I do 
not know what else one could do. Parliament calls him a tenant. 
It is quite true that before the passing of these Acts you would 
not have called a person who stayed in premises against the will 
of the landlord for as long as he liked, irrespective of the landlord’s 
wishes, a tenant, but Parliament has called him a tenant, and has 
created him such by statute, and he appears to me to have more 
than a personal right against the landlord. I take it that he has 
@ right against all the world to stay in those premises until he is 
turned out by an order of the court. He could bring proceedings 
for tres against a person who came into the house. As I see 
the position he could say: ‘‘ I am by statute a person i an 
interest in these premises on which you are trespassing.”’ How- 
ever, it does not much matter what he is called so long as one 
knows what one is talking about when one calls him that, and in 
speaking of a statutory tenant my lord was speaking of a person 
whose common law tenancy has expired, and who, by statute, is 
entitled to remain im those premises against the wish of his 
landlord until an order is by a county court judge. Iam 
not able to agree with my lord on the question whether a right to 
assign was a term or condition of the original contract of tenancy 
in the sense in which those terms are used in the Act. It is cleat 
that it was an incident of the original contract of tenancy. [am 
appalled at the idea that you can read “ terms and conditions” 
here so strictly as to exclude incidents of tenancy. For i 
it is not a term and condition of a tenancy that the landlord sh 
have a right of distress, it is an incident. Is the landlord to have 
no right of distress in the case of a statutory tenant because it is 
not a term and condition of the tenancy, but is only an incident? 
It appears to me that would be giving much too narrow a m 
to io eoute ‘‘ terms and conditions ” as they are used here. In 
my opinion it is a term and condition of the original contract of 
tenancy that the tenant should be able to assign. But then comes 
the question: “‘ Is that term or condition, so interpreted, com 
sistent with the provisions of the Act?” Sub-section @) 
appears to me to be absolutely inconsistent with a right to ame 
for good and valuable consideration. It is made illegal by 8. 
in my view, to assign for valuable consideration, and, if so, power 
to ask for valuable consideration cannot be consistent with the 
provisions of the Act. Having got so far the assignee seem 
to be in this difficulty : either the tenant has assigned to him for 
valuable consideration which is illegal, and he gets no title, or if 
he has assigned to him without any consideration at all, if he has 
an agreement he cannot enforce it because an agreement 
without consideration cannot be enforced ; and secondly he ame 
no title. Kquity will not enforce voluntary deeds, but will 
the consideration for them to be looked into if it is not 
the deed, and therefore, I think there is a dilemma from which the 
assignee cannot escape ; either the tenant has assigned to him for 
valuable consideration which is illegal, or he has not assig 
him for any consideration at all, and then he gets no interest 
Law will not help him because it is not in a deed ; equity will not 
help him because there is no consideration for the agreement Ww! 
is sought to be enforced, and therefore it seems to me that a 
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ensistent with the provisions of the Act. For these reasons I 
decide that the statutory tenant is not entitled to assign for 
yaluable consideration, and cannot transfer any effective interest 
jn the premises without consideration, except possibly in the case 

ofadeed, and that case I reserve. 
losu, J., concurred in allowing the appeals. Appeals 
—CoOUNSEL: F. B. Merriman, K.C., and A. H. King ; 
Halsbury, K.C., and James Oddy; C. B. Jones & Vaisey F 
Elliston. Soutcrrors: Peard & Son, Croydon ; Frederick 
Gowen, Croydon; Bernard Pretty, Ipswich; Foyer, White, 
Barrett & Black, for Westhorp, Cobbold & Ward, Ipswich. ; 

[Reported by T. W. Morgan, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


In re GORDON’S SETTLEMENT: HUNT v. MORTIMER. 
Tomlin, J. 14th November. 


§ETTLEMENT—TRANSFER OF STOCKS BY SETTLOR INTO NAMES 
or TRUSTEES—INCOME FOR WIFE—COVENANT BY SETTLOR 
fo PAY TRUSTEES AMOUNT DEDUCTED AS INCOME Tax IN 
PRECEDING YEAR—-T'RUSTEES TO PAY SUCH AMOUNT TO WIFE— 
Income Tax Act, 1842, 5 & 6 Vict., c. 35, s. 103—INCOME 
Tax Act, 1918, 8 & 9 Geo. 5, c. 40, All Schedules Rules, r. 23, 
ss. (2). 

There is no agreement for payment of interest, rent or other 
annual payment in full without allowing any such deduction as 
is contemplated either by s. 103 of the Income Tax Act, 1842, or 
by r. 23 of the All Schedules Rules of the Act of 1918, where a 
siilor transfers stocks into the names of trustees to pay the income 
thereof to his wife, and covenants to pay the trustees the amount 
— the preceding year, to be paid by them to 

wife. 


This was a summons asking if a certain payment made by 
trustees to the wife of the settlor of moneys received from him 
aw income arising trom the trust fund was void under the pro- 
visions of the Income Tax Acts. The facts were as follows: 
On 2nd June, 1910, the settlor by deed transferred certain stocks 
into the names of trustees upon trust to pay the income thereof 
tohis wife during her life, but so that she should not have power 
to dispose thereof in the way of anticipation, and from and after 
her decease to pay such income to the settlor during his life, and 
from and after the decease of both of them to monet of 
the trust fund upon the trusts therein set forth. The settlor 
covenanted by clause 5 with the trustees that he would at the 
expiration of every year pay to them all such sums as might bave 
been deducted in respect of income tax on payment of interest 
o@ dividends on the trust fund during the preceding year, the 
amount so received by the trustees from the settlor to be paid 
by them to the wife as income arising from the trust fund. The 
trust fund produced a annual income of £400 which had 
been slightly increased by changes of investment. Income tax 
om the whole of this income was deducted at the source. 

Tomiin, J., after stating the facts, said: It is to be observed 
that under the settlement there is no obligation, direct or indirect, 
Te the husband to pay anything to the wife at all in respect 

her income. He does not guarantee that the income which 
the receives shall be of any amount. He is under no onal 
liability in regard to it to her directly. The only liability which 
is upon him is a liability to pay to the trustees at the 
expiration of every year all such sums as may have been deducted 
os of tax on account of the income of the fund daring the 

ling year. So far as the wife is concerned, she is bound 

and did in fact submit to a deduction of tax in t of the 
Whole income of the fund. It is true that at the end of the year 
may receive from the trustees further sums arising from the 
by the husband of his covenant under clause 5 repre- 

senting sums that have been deducted from her income in respect 
tax. But upon the footing that clause 5 is valid, and that the 
Obligation of the husband thereunder is enforceable, it is plain 
that the husband has the right to deduct from any sums, which 
fact he paid under that covenant, the appropriate amount of 


» tax, with the result that what the trustees received and | 


what they paid to the wife never amounted to the sums in respect 
¢ had in fact had to suffer deduction in regard to the 
of the fund. It is plain, therefore, that so far as the 

was concerned, she never stood in thé same position as one 
from whose income or annuity there had never been any deduction 
# all. The deduction was in fact suffered by her. She was 
ot of pocket for some time in respect of it, and when she did get 
& payment as the result of clause 5, it never was or could be a 
yen equal in amount to that which had been deducted from 
income. For these reasons, I come to the conclusion that 

om the true construetion of the settlement there is no agreement 
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without allowing any such deduction as was either 
by s. 108 of the Act of 1842, or by r. 23 of the All Schedules Rules 
of the Act of 1918.—CouUNSEL: Howard Wright; Greene, K.C., 
and Vaisey ; Latter, K.C., and J. H. Bowe. Sotacrrors: Emmet 
and Co.; Nye, Moreton & Clowes for J. K. Nye and Donne 

Brighton. 

(Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—King’s Bench Division. 


COCKBURN v. SMITH. Greer, J. 21st November. 


LANDLORD AND TENANT—Bvumpine Ler In FLAtTs—LEASE 
or Tor FLiat—TENANCY AGREEMENT—ROoF RETAINED BY 
LANDLORD—No Express COVENANT BY LANDLORD TO KEEP 
Roor In RepArR—CLAUSE ExprESSLY DEALING witH LAND- 
LORD’sS OBLIGATIONS AS TO PARTS OF PREMISES NOT INCLUDED 
IN TENANCY AGREEMENT—No REFERENCE TO Roor— 
LIABILITY. 


The tenant of the top flat of a building, under a tenancy agreement 
in which there was a clause y dealing with the obligations 


in the tenancy, but containing no provision with regard to the roof, 
commenced proceedings against the landlord for damages for breach 
of an implied contract on the part of the to keep the roof in 
repair. 

Held, that the intention of the parties, as shown by the agreement, 
was that the landlord’s obligation to in repair parts of the 
premises not included in the tenancy should be confined to his express 
ee eee 

‘endants. 


Witness action. In September, 1915, the tenant of a flat, 
situated on the top floor of a building, entered into a tenancy 
agreement with the then owners of the premises. At the trial 
of the action it was conceded that the case should be decided as if 
the defendants had been parties to the agreement of 1915. The 
tenancy agreement contained a clause expressly dealing with 
the obligations of the landlord with reference to parts of the 
premises not included in the tenancy, but containing no reference 
to the roof. In the course of the tenant’s occupation of the flat 
considerable damage was done to it, the damage being occasioned 
by the stop end of a gutter having rotted and dropped out, with 
the result that some of the rain water from the roof, instead of 
passing down the outlet pipe, flowed on to the wall of the dining- 
room of the flat. Further damp, attributable to this defect, and 
to another defect of a somewhat similar nature, was occasioned 
to other rooms in the flat. The tenant communicated with the 
agent’s office, but no steps were taken to repair the roof. In 


spite, however, of medical advice to leave the ises, the 
tenant, who was suffering, according to the di of a doctor, 
from rheumatism, due to living in p surroundings, a enge 


to occupy the premises with her daughter for some mo 
ultimately the daughter also contracted rheumatism. No st 
having been taken by the landlords to repair the roof, t 
tenant ultimately commenced these proceedings against them, 
claiming damages for the loss sustained by her by reason of 
damage to her furniture and injury to her health, which she 
alleged were due to their breach of an implied term in her contract 
of tenancy to keep the outside of the building, in which the flat 
was contained, together with the roof, guttering and gutter pipes, 
in good repair and condition during her tenancy, and alter- 
natively, she alleged that the damages were occasioned by a 
breach of duty independent of the contract arising from the fact 
that, as landlords, the defendants retained control of the outside 
of the premises and of the roof, guttering and gutter pipes. 
The daughter also claimed damages against the defendants for 
negligence in failing to take reasonable steps to see that the roof 
guttering, and gutter pipes were kept in good order and repair. 
Greer, J., delivered a consi Sloman. in which, after 
stating the facts and finding that the damp was due to the condition 
of the gutter, said that it was contended that the defendants were 
liable to the tenant (in his lordship’s judgment referred to as 
‘* the elder plaintiff "), by reason of an implied term in the contract 
of tenancy to keep the roof in repair, or at least to take reasonable 
steps to see that the roofs and gutters were kept in such a condition 
that damage would not be caused to the — and that, in 
the further alternative, the ntiffs claimed damages for 
negligence. In Dunster vy. Hollis, 1918, 2 K.B. 785, Lash, J., 
dealing with a claim by a tenant for caused by a defective 
stairway, of which the defendant wd retained control, 
said, at p. 796: ‘ There are three possible standards of obligati 
on the part of the lessor: First, the lesser be an 
absolute obligation towards his tenant to keep the steps in a 
oondly, the lessor may be under 





reasonably safe condition ; or, see 
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an obligation towards his tenant to take reasonable care to keep 
the steps in a reasonably safe condition ; or, thirdly, the lessor 
may only be under an obligation towards his tenant to take 
reasonable care to avoid exposing the tenant to a concealed 
danger or a concealed trap, of which the tenant has no notice or 
warning.” The last is, of course, an obligation of the kind referred 
to in Indemaur v. Dames, 1867, L.R. 2 C.P. 311. Although 
cases relating to a common staircase did not necessarily apply to an 
action in which the complaint arose from the condition of the 
roof and gutter, and many of the considerations relating to such 
cases had no application to cases arising from damages caused 
by a leaky roof, the decisions dealing with common staircases 
might have some bearing on the question which his lordship 
had to decide, in so far as they dealt with an implied contract in 
the lease or tenancy agreement, and in so far as—if at all— they 
established, as arising out of the relationship of landlord and 
tenant, a common law obligation to exercise reasonable care 
towards the tenant. His lordship, after considering the cases ot 
Miller v. Hancock, 41 W.R. 578 ; 1893, 2 Q.B. 177 ; The Moorcock, 
14 P.D. 64; Dobson v. Horsley, 1915, 1 K.B. 634; and Fairman 
v. Perpetual Investment Building Society, 1923, A.C. 74, said that, 
in the latter case Lords Buckmaster, Sumner and Wrenbury, 
discussing the cases, treated the obligation of a landlord towards 
his tenant, which was admittedly more extensive than the 
obligation towards persons lawfully using the staircase by licence, 
as an obligation which arose out of a duty independent of contract. 
In his lordship’s view, although that case overruled the case of 
Miller v. Hancock, supra, it did not detract from the weight to be 
attached to the views expressed by the Court of Appeal in Miller 
v. Hancock, supra, with regard to the liability of the landlord 
towards his tenant. In Hargroves, Aronson & Co. v. Hartopp, 
53 W.R. 262, 1905, 1 K.B. 472, a Divisional Court held that a 
landlord who let a flat on the top floor to a tenant, retaining 
control of the roof, was under an obligation at least to take care 
that it was not in such a condition as to cause damage to the 
tenant. It was not absolutely clear from the report whether 
the court thought this duty arose independently of the contract, 
or from an implied contract; but his lordship was inclined to 
think that it arose from an implied contract, as Lord Alverstone, 
C.J., in giving judgment, relied on the language of Bowen, L.J., 
in Miller v. Hancock, supra, where he said that the landlord 
had given the tenant the right to use the staircase and undertaken 
to keep it in repair, and pointed out that Bowen, L.J., seemed to 
suggest that the duty was an absolute duty to keep the premises 
in a safe condition. With regard to Dunster v. Hollis, supra, 
his lordship was inclined to think that the decision in that case 
was based upon an implied undertaking. Whatever might be 
the case with regard to staircases and other places to which a 
tenant had the right of access, it seemed clear that, with regard 
to the repair of the roof, the tenant’s only rights were such as he 
might have by contract express orimplied. His lordship thought 
that the obligation, if any, to keep the roof in repair, or to take 
reasonable steps to see that it was safe, was an obligation which 
arose out of the contract and not otherwise. In Hargroves, Aronson 
and Co. v. Hartopp, supra, there was no express covenant by the 
defendants to repair the roof or gutters, or, so far as it appeared 
from the report, any part of the premises which remained under 
the control of the landlord. In Hart v. Rogers, 1916, 1 K.B. 646, 
so far as appeared from the report, the agreement of tenancy 
did not contain any covenant by the landlord to keep in repair 
any portion of the premises not included in the tenancy. he 
same observation seemed to apply to Dunster v. Hollis, supra. 
In the present case, however, there was an express clause in the 
tenancy agreement dealing with the landlord’s obligations with 
reference to parts of the premises not included in the tenancy. 
That term did not include any reference to the roof, and it seemed 
impossible to imply into a tenancy agreement which contained 
a clause of this sort an implied promise to keep the roof in repair. 
His lordship read that clause as having this effect—.e., that the 
parties must be presumed to have directed their minds to the 
question as to what obligations the landlord was willing to 
undertake in reference to the parts of the premises of which he 
retained control, and to have Aecided that the tenant must rest 
content with the express undertaking given in that clause. In 
his view the principle expressum facil cessare tacitum applied to 
the present case, and, as between the landlord and the tenant, 
there was no implied contract that the defendants would keep 
the roof and gutters in repair, or that they would take reasonable 
care to keep the same in a reasonably safe condition. A con- 
sideration of the principles laid down by Bowen, L.J., in The 
Moorcock, supra, and by Lord Esher, in Hamlyn & Co. v. Wood 
and Co., 40 W.KR. 24; 1891, 2 Q.B. 488, led to the same result. 
His lordship thought that the parties in the present case intended 
that the landlord’s obligation to keep in repair ty of the premises 
not included in the tenancy agreement should be confined to the 
express undertaking in the agreement. He also thought that 
there was no duty towards the tenant apart from the agreement. 
It did not seem to him possible to say that where parties regulated 
their relationship to one another by contract, the law imposed on 
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one of them an additional obligation which he might have re 
to undertake by contract if he had been asked to do so. 
regard to the daughter’s claim it seemed, from the state of ¢ 
authorities, that she was precluded from recovering : see Ryall 
v. Kidwell, 1914, 3 K.B. 135; Cavalier v. Pope, 1906, A.C, 499° 
His lordship gave judgment for the defendants with costg— 
CouNsEL: Hawke, K.C., and Lamb; Sir H. Maddocks, ¥ 

and W. Frampton. Soticrrors: Williams & Tremayne: 
Maude & Tunnicliffe, for Taylor, Simpson & Mosley, Derby, * 


[Reported by J. L. Dunison, Barrister-at-Law.] 























Probate, Divorce and Admiralty 
Division. 
“THE RUSSLAND.” Hill, J. 6th and 16th July ; 21st Decem 
SHIPPING—SALVAGE—PRIORITIES—SHIP REPAIRERS—PossEssog 
LIEN — CLAIM TO SHARE IN BAIL PROVIDED IN ANOTHR 
ACTION. 
A ship repairer takes subject to salvage liens already accrued, 
The Tergeste, 1903, P. 26, followed. 
There is no principle of law which enables the court to pr 


era 
claim for work done which benefited the salvors to an accrued norte 
lien for salvage. 


The Aline, 1839, 1 Wm. Rob. 111, considered. 


An undertaking to put in bail can only avail the person in whom 
favour it was given, and no one else. 


This was a motion for judgment and to determine priorities in 
a number of actions in rem for salvage. There were six acti 
default in all, but appearance entered by the defendants in the 
first, who were owners of the steamship “ Russland,”’ her.cargo and 
freight, and there was an undertaking by the solicitors for them Sir Jo 
to put in bail in respect of ship, cargo and freight, £1,000. The HB poard o 


to £170 } 


services consisted in getting the ‘‘ Russland”’ off rocks near the Hi the belat 
entrance to the Tees, towing her up the river, and putting heron Hi and thei: 
the hard, discharging cargo, pumping and repairing her. She Viscou 
was ultimately sold by the court, but only realized £889 8s. 6d. for Suffe 

Hitt, J., after stating the facts, in the course of a written HBit. final 
judgment, detailed the services of the respective plaintiffs, and expediti 
said: As regards the Cleveland Shipping and Lighterage Co., Lid, BM qiaims | 
I am unable to find that the work was done upon “ no pay, no t nu 


cure’ terms, and the essential element of a salvage C 







therefore, is wanting. Similarly, with regard to the claim of be ] 
Smith’s Dock Co. They have a claim, however, in the natureof 
a quantum meruit against the person who employed them, and 
they have a possessory lien. As to that lien the law is clear that 
the ship repairer takes subject to salvage liens already accrued: Mr. T 
see The Immacolata Concezione, 1883, 9 P.D. 37; The number 
1862, Lush. 506; and The Tergeste, 1903, P. 26. It is sugg Rent Ac 
on the authority of a passage in Halsbury’s ‘‘ Laws of England,” 3 the cate 
vol. 26, pp. 624-5, that because work has benefited the salvors it 7 operatir 
can beallowed against them, and the authorities referred to are Th Sir W 
Aline, supra; Bold Buccleugh, 1851, 7 Moore, P.C.C. 267 and 286. by the I 
But, however fair it may be that the salvors should recognize the Mr. T 
claim of Smith’s Dock Co., I know of no principle in law which f obtai 
enables me to prefer their claim to an accrued maritime lien for @ ° 
salvage. The cargo had been landed before the date of the writs, Sir W 
with the exception of the first, and the other plaintiffs haves Depart 
claim only against the proceeds of sale of the ship. It has been 3 am quit 
argued that others besides the owners, master and crew of the he woul 
“* Coytobee ” can claim against the bail in respect of cargo which I 
freight. I do not agree. The undertaking to put in bail was Mr. 1 
given only to answer the claim of the “ Coytobee,” and thereis Mr. E 
no undertaking to give bail to answer anyone else’s claim. receiver 
award to the ‘‘ Coytobee ” £66 in all: £50 against the ship, and been m 
£16 from the bail for cargo and freight to Dixon; £25 to Sir \ 
Tees Towing Co. in respect of the “ Florence,” and the should 
 Tronopolis,” and the masters and crews of those two tugs £200; letters | 
to the "bows Towing Co., in respect of the “ Laceby” £374. Each Mr. ' 
will have costs, but there will only be one set of costs in resped Health 
of the two actions by the Tees Towing Co. If there is a balance dgme 
it will go to Smith’s Dock Co., not exceeding the sum of £245 178, ‘ 
which is the amount for which they hgve a possessory liet nr 
—CounseEL: J. R. EB. Cunliffe; E. A. Digby; G. Langton} and wil 
Geoffrey Hutchinson; J. B. Aspinall; Clement Davies. of actic 
Soticrrors : Botterell & Roche, for Botterell, Roche & Temperley, Sir V 
West Hartlepool; Downing, Middleton & Lewis, for Middldon Mana 
and Co., Sunderland ; Holman, Fenwick & Willan, for Meek the a, 
Stubbs & Barnley, Middlesbrough ; Charles Russell & Co., for shot 
S. F. Thompson, Middlesbrough; Crossman, Block, M that ti 
and Crossman, for Hedley & Thompson, Sunderland. miehen 
(Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] the dif 
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Jan. 26, 1924 


In Parliament. 


House of Commons. 
Questions. 


DEPORTEES, IRELAND (COMPENSATION). 


Mr. Linrietp (Bedford, Mid.) asked the Home Secretary 
hether he can state the fuil amount of compensation granted 
» the Irish deportees, and the amount of legal expenses incurred, 
fany, indealing with this matter ? 

Mr. Kirkwoop (Dumbarton) asked the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer whether he can inform the House what payments have 
heen made out of public funds up to 10th January, 1924, in 
ronnection with the legal proceedings arising out, of the deportation 
of certain persons to Ireland last year ; and whether he willstate 

amount paid in compensation up to date to these persons, 
he fees paid to the Attorney-General for his arguments in the 
Divisional Court, in the Appeal Court, and in the House of Lords 
in the O’Brien case, and the fees paid to the Attorney-General 
in respect of his appearances before the tribunal presided over 
by Lord Justice Atkin ? 
THe CHANCELLOR OF THE EXCHEQUER (Mr. Neville 
hamberlain): The total payments from public funds up to 
10th January, 1924, in connection with these proceedings amount 
» £4,039 9s. 11ld., excluding the amounts paid in compensation 
o the persons deported. The amount paid up to date in com- 

nsation amounts to £43,683 12s. The fees paid to the Attorney- 
— in the Divisional Court, the Appeal Court and in the 
House of Lords in the O’Brien case amount to £278 14s. 6d. The 
fees paid to the Attorney-General in respect of his appearances 
io her tribunal presided over by Lord Justice Atkin amount 
to £1 . 


















ENEMY ACTION CLAIMS. 


Sir JOHN PENNEFATHER (Kirkdale) asked the President of the 
Board of Trade what steps he proposes to take in regard to 
the belated reparation claims of members of the mercantile marine 
and their dependants ? 

Viscount WoLMER: The Royal Commission on Compensation 
for Suffering and Damage by Enemy Action has not yet delivered 
its final report. Every effort has been made to facilitate the 
expedition of its work by increasing the staff of the Reparations 
Claims Department and by pressing on the examination of the 
Great number of claims in every way possible. As soon as the 

gyal Commission has reported all the claims approved by it 
will be paid forthwith. (i7th January.) 








RENT RESTRICTION. 


Mr. TiLLettT (Salford, North) asked the Minister of Health the 
number of evictions which have taken place under the 1923 
Rent Act ; and whether he can give a detailed statement as to 
the categories in which the various cases fall and the conditions 
operating which led the Judges to grant the necessary orders ? 

Sir W. Joynson-Hicks: I regret that the information desired 
by the hon. Member is not available. 

Mr. TiLLETT: Are there no records kept, and is there no means 
of obtaining this classification ? 

Sir W. Joynson-Hicks : No records are set up for each separate 
Department, but if the hon. Member presses for the figures, I 
am quite willing to consult the Lord Chancellor and see whether 
he would apply to the County Court Judges to get the information, 
which I have no doubt could be obtained. 

Mr. TrLLerr: I am very anxious to get it. 

Mr. BANTON (Leicester, East): Have any representations been 
received from boards of guardians with regard to people who have 
been made homeless by the Act ? 

Sir W. Joynson-Hicks: That, again, is a question that I 
should not like to answer without notice. One gets so many 
letters every year. 

Mr. T. THomMsON (Middlesbrough, W.) asked the Minister of 
Health whether his attention has been drawn to the diverse 
judgments given by County Court Judges under the Rent and 

ortgage Interest Restrictions Act, 1928, as to the circumstances 
under which it is reasonable to make an order for possession ; 
and will he say what steps he proposes to take to secure uniformity 
of action on this matter throughout the country ? 

; Sir W. Joynson-Hicks : The question whether it is reasonable 
th any particular case to make an order for possession is one for 
; “a Court to determine, and I have, of course, no authority to 
— in cm way. I have no reason to suppose, however, 

the alleged diversity of the judgments is greater than is 
warranted by the almost infinite variety of the circumstances of 
which come before the Courts. 
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Mr. THomson : Is the right hon. Baronet satisfied, from what 
he knows of the working of the Act, that it is working with that 
equity which his predecessor foreshadowed when the Bill was 
before the House ? 

Sir W. Joynson-Hicks: It is very difficult to answer that 
question, but I think so, on the whole. 








HOUSES COMPLETED SINCE 1923. 


Mr. Lowtsu (Ardwick) asked the Minister of Health how many 
tenders for houses have been approved since the passage of the 
Housing Act, 1923; how many houses are included in the 
tenders ; how many houses have been completed; and how 
many schemes have been submitted for approval ? 


Sir W. Joynson-Hicks: It is not a condition of consent to 
the erection of houses under the Housing, etc., Act, 1923, that 
local authorities should submit tenders for approval. I have 
authorised the erection of 89,510 houses under the Act, and these 
are included in 907 schemes. On the Ist instant 44,183 houses 
were included in contracts or in direct labour schemes or in 
certificates approving plans issued to private persons; 3,506 
houses had been completed on the Ist instant. 





INCOME TAX (SIMPLIFICATION OF FORMS). 


Sir H. BucKiInGHAM (Guildford) asked the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer whether the Committee appointed in December, 1922, 
with Mr. Justice Rowlatt as chairman, to inquire into the question 
of the simplification of Income Tax forms has yet reported ; and, 
if so, as the matter is one of outstanding interest to all taxpayers, 
will he order the Report to be printed and issued at the earliest 
possible moment ? 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN : The answer to the first part of the question 
is in the affirmative. As regards the second part, I understand 
that the Report is now being printed and will shortly be ready 
for issue. 





HOLLOWAY PRISON (BORSTAL TREATMENT). 


Miss LAWRENCE (East Ham, North) asked the Home Secretary 
whether he has licensed ward F, of Holloway prison, as a Borstal 
institution ; and whether he can inform the House as to what 
facilities for exercise and instruction will be provided, and in 
what manner the treatment of these girls will differ from the 
treatment of women convicts ? 


Mr. BRIDGEMAN : Yes; this portion of Holloway prison is for 
the accommodation of girls who have been trained at Aylesbury 
but who, after being released on licence, have had their licences 
revoked for misconduct. Occasionally also a girl who while at 
Aylesbury persistently misconducts herself, or exerts a bad 
influence, will be transferred there. These measures have been 
taken in order that the training of the main body of inmates at 
Aylesbury may not be prejudiced by the presence among them 
of those who fail to respond. The treatment of the girls at 
Holloway will be on the same lines as at Aylesbury, so far as the 
building and surroundings will allow. Classes in physical training 
and general education will be taken by quali teachers. The 
general routine will be that of the penal grade of a Borstal 
institution. (21st January.) 





RENT RESTRICTIONS ACT. 


Mr. A. T. Davies (Lincoln) asked the Minister of Health 
whether many representations condemning the working of 


the Rent Act have been received by his Department; whether 
there were many evictions during the first three months of 
the administration of that Act ; whether he is aware that many 
orders have been made by county court authorities against 
tenants, without the promise of alternative accommodation, 
and that the county courts have their lists now full of possession 
cases ; and whether it is proposed to proceed with an Act amend- 
ing the Rent Act at an early date, in view of the widespread 
evictions and hardships under which tenants are suffering ? 

Mr. TREVELYAN THOMSON (Middlesbrough, W.) asked the 
Minister of Health whether he is aware of the large number of 
evictions which are now threatened under the Rent and Mortgage 
Interest Restriction Act, 1923 ; and if he will at once bring in an 
amending measure to relieve the inevitable hardships which 
will otherwise take place ? 

Ture Minister oF Heautra (Sir William Joynson-Hicks) : 
Very few complaints have been addressed to my Department, 
and I have received no information which would lead me to 
suppose that the actual working of the Rent Restriction Act 
differs from the intentions of Parliament when ing the Act. 
I have accordingly no ground for proposing its amendment. 
(22nd January.) 
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Bills Presented. 


Temperance (Wales) Bill: Mr. Morris. 

Rent Restrictions Bill: Mr. Benjamin Gardner. 

« -—7~ of the People Act (1918) Amendment Bill: 
Mr. William Murdoch Adamson. 
Merchandise Marks Bill: Admiral Sir Guy Gaunt. 

Trade Union Act (1913) Amendment Bill: Captain Ainsworth. 

Coal Mines (Minimum Wage) Amendment Bill: Mr. John 
Guest. 

Hours of Emplo 

Industrial and 

nes. 

Summer Time Bill: Sir Kingsley Wood. 

Government of Scotland Bill: Mr. Buchanan. 

Representation of the People Act (1918) Amendment (No. 2) 
Bill: Mr. Rendall. 

Nationalisation of Mines and Minerals Bill: Mr. George Hall. 

Blind Persons Act (1920) Amendment Bill: Mr. Thomas 
Henderson. 

Industrial Councils Bill: Mr. Murrell. 

Ministry of Transport (Transfer of Railways) Bill: Mr. Weir. 

Local Authorities (Enabling) Bill: Mr. Herbert Morrison. 

Public Health Acts (Amendment) Bill: Mr. Wells. 

Trade Union Ballot Bill: Colonel Courthope. 

Employment of Disabled Ex-Service Men Bill: Mr. Pielou. 

Renewal of Leases Bill: Mr. Dukes. 

Legitimacy Bill: Colonel Campion. 

Local Government (Removal of Disqualification) Bill : 
Lorimer. 

Small Landholders (Scotland) Acts (1886 to 1919) Amendment 
Bill: Sir Robert Hamilton. 

Guardianship, Etc. of Infants Bill: Mrs. Wintringham. 

Rating of Land Values Bill: Sir John Simon. 

Abolition of Capital Punishment Bill: Mr. Climie. 

National Insurance (Consolidation and Amendment) Bill: 
Mr. Marriott. 

Licensing Act (1921) Amendment Bill: Major Barnett. 

Local Government and other Officers’ Superannuation Bill: 
Mr. Geoffrey Howard. 

Dock and Waterside Labour (Decasualisation) Bill: Mr. 
Benjamin Smith. 

Rabbits and Rooks Bill: Mrs. Philipson. 

Representation of the People Act (1918) Amendment (No. 3.) 
Bill: Mr. Hugh Edwards. 

Tenants Bill: Mr. Comyns Carr. 

Copyright (Musical Works) Bill: Major James Burnie. 

Illegal Trawling (Scotland) Penalties Bill: Mr. Millar. 

Children, Young Persons, etc. Bill: Mr. Ammon. 

(18th January.) 
Hours of Employment (No. 2) Bill: Mr. Turner. 
Offences against the person Bill: Mr. Ammon. 
(2lst January.) 


ent Bill: Mr. John Davison. 


ovident Societies (Amendment) Bill: Mr. 


Mr. 








New Orders, &c. 


Order in Council. 


COUNTY COURT CHANGES. 

1. The County Court of Hampshire held at Fordingbridge 
and Ringwood shall cease to be held at Fordingbridge, and shall 
be held at Ringwood by the name of the County Court of 
Hampshire held at Ringwood. 

2. The Parishes set out in the Schedule to this Order shall, 
save as to any cases pending upon the 29th day of February, 
1924, be detached from and cease to form part of the District of 
the said Court held at Ringwood, and shall be transferred to, and 
form part of the District of the County Court of Wiltshire held at 
Salisbury. 

3. In this Order “ Parish ” shall have the same meaning as in 
the County Courts (Districts) Order in Council, 1899 (S.R. & O., 
1899, No. 178), provided that the boundaries of every Parish 
mentioned in this Order shall be those constituted and limited 
at the date of this Order. 

4. This Order may be cited as the County Court Districts 
(Fordingbridge) Order in Council, 1924, and shall come into 
operation on the Ist day of March, 1924, and the County Courts 
(Districts) Order in Council, 1899, as amended, shall have effect 
as further amended by this Order. 

M. P. A. HANKEY. 
16th January. 


SCHEDULE. 


Charford North, Charford South, Hale, Martin, Rockbourne, 
Toyd Farm-with-Allenford, Whichbury (otherwise Whitsbury). 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 





Jan. 26 


Board of Trade, 
Great George Street, 
London, 8.W, 


THE CENSUS OF PRODUCTION (1925) OrpER, 1923, DatTEp 
DECEMBER, 1923, MADE BY THE BOARD OF TRADE, p 
MINING THAT A CENSUS OF PRODUCTION SHALL BE TAKEN 
THE YEAR 1925. 


Whereas by section 1 sub-section (2) of the Census of Prody 
Act, 1917 [7 & 8 Geo. 5, c. 2], it is provided that a Census ghy 
be taken in any year which is fixed for the purpose by an Onmy 
made by the Board of Trade and laid before Parliament : Proyidg 
that there is at least a year’s interval between the date on whig 
the Order is made by the Board of Trade and the commence 
of the year in which the Census is to be taken. 

Now, therefore, the Board of Trade in pursuance of the pe 
conferred upon them by the said section 1 sub-section (2) of 
Census of Production Act, 1917, and of all other powers enak 
them in that behalf, hereby make tht following Order. 

1. A Census of Production shall be taken in the year 1925 
respect of production in the year 1924. 

2. This Order may be cited as The Census of Producti 
(1925) Order, 1923. 

18th December, 1923. S. J. CHAPMAN, 

A Secretary to the 
Board of Trade. 
(Gazette, 18th January, 


Ministry of Health. 


The Right Hon. John Wheatley, M.P., Minister of He 
has appointed Mr. Douglas Veale, of the Ministry of Health, 
be his Private Secretary. 


The following circular letter has been sent to Clerks to 


Authorities :— 
KING’S ROLL. 

I am directed by the Minister of Health to call your attention a 
to the Interim Report of the King’s Roll National Council di; to pi 
which Field-Marshal Earl ig is Chairman. In this report 
published in July, 1923, the Council, after reviewing the § 
already taken to find employment for ex-service men dis ed 
in the last war, recommends, among other things, that Loal 
Authorities should be invited to give a preference in all # 
contracts to firms who are on the King’s Roll. 

For a considerable time this has been the practice of the variow 
Government Departments, who, save in exceptional circum] 
stances, confine their contracts to firms on the Roll. The practice 
has already been adopted by many Local Authorities throug 
the country; and it is the desire of the Government thats 
similar policy should be followed generally. 

Your Authority are accordingly invited to give this mate 
their early consideration, and to take steps to give effect to 
recommendation of the King’s Roll National Council. 

W. A. ROBINSON, 

Ministry of Health, S 
Whitehall, London, S.W.1. 

19th January, 1924. 








Societies. 


The General Council of the Bar. 


The annual general meeting of the General Council of the Bat 
was held on the 18th inst. in the Inner Temple Hall. 

The Attorney-General (Sir Douglas Hogg, K.C., M.P.), whe 
presided, referred to the fact that in May last—he thought fe 
the first time—the English Bar was officially represented at 
annual meeting of the French Bar Association, at Rouen. 
attendance of the del ion on that occasion had done much # 
cement the friendly relations between the French Bar and ou 
and he had recently received a letter from the president of 
association inviting the English Bar to be present at this 
meeting, which was to be held at Marseilles in April. — 
regard to the forthcoming visit of the American Bar Associatiot 
to this country, to hold its annual meeting here, the Unitel 
States lawyers—who had been invited by both the Bar Co 
and the Law Society—were expected to arrive about 20th Julj, 
and the Canadian Bar Association had promised to act as j0 
hosts. The latest information was that something like # 
or 200 members of the Canadian Bar would be coming over ® 
assist, and as the American lawyers had chartered a large steam 
ship to bring them across the Atlantic, 700 or 800 might 
expected. 

r. T. R. Hughes, K.C., chairman of the Council, in me 
the adoption of the annual , said that the Bar Uou 
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engaged on important work in maintaining the traditions 
the , co-ordinating professional conduct in the Colonies 
Dependencies of the Empire, and cultivating cordial relations 
barristers in other countries. 
ww. J. F. P. Rawlinson, K.C., M.P., vice-chairman of the 
i, seconded the motion, which was carried. , 
§ir John Simon, K.C., M.P., in proposing a vote of thanks 
the Attorney-General for presiding, said that Sir Douglas 
was not only the titular head of the Bar, but was a man 
i proved himself a worthy occupant of a great office. 
ic: nad might soon deprive him of his office, but in 
welye months he had established himself as one of the great 
ey-Generals of our history. When Sir Douglas had been 
‘ing on One occasion he (Sir John) was asked, ‘‘ Who is this 
eombines the diction of Mr. Winston Churchill with the 
olence of Mr. Pickwick ? ”’ 
The Attorney-General, in replying, said that during his term 
office he had received the loyalty and support of every member 


the profession. 


The Grotius Society. 


A meeting of the Grotius Society was held on Tuesday. 
t.H. F. Manisty presided, and Sir Alfred Hopkinson, K.C., gave 
address on Article 10 of the Covenant of the League of Nations. 
Sir Alfred Hopkinson said that everybody would agree that 
» League had done a considerable amount of good work, but 
had broken down in connection with Art. 10, and there was need 
revision. Art. 10, read in conjunction with Art. 16, was the 
on. Art. 10 made members of the League undertake to respect 
preserve, as against external aggression, the territorial 
grity and existing political independence of all members of 
he League. In case of any such aggression, or threat or danger 
aggression, the Council of the League was to advise upon the 
vans by which the obligation should be fulfilled. Art. 16 said 
should any member resort to war it would be the duty of 
Council to recommend to the several Governments concerned 
effective military, naval, or air force the members of the 
gue should severally contribute to the armed forces to be 
to protect the covenants of the League. 
meryone was agreed that the League would be strengthened 
the United States were to become a member. But the United 
es had not become parties to the League, and there were no 
whatever that they would depart from that decision. It 
unreasonable to expect that they should unless the covenants 
the League were revised. It had been said that the Americans 
win the articles an attempt to involve them in the troubles of 
kurope. They might take it as a condition precedent to action 
the part of the United States that the clause must go. Lord 
eeil of Chelwood (Lord Robert Cecil) said recently in the United 
es that ‘‘in practice Clause 10 was unimportant; it had 
mever been employed, and he did not think it would be; it was 
of very great value, but did noinjury.” Sir Alfred Hopkinson 
that it did a great deal of injury to the League, for it kept 
United States out. 
Referring to the Italian action in bombarding Corfu, he said 
the League proved powerless to do anything in the matter. 
It was a mistake to have backed the League by force, the sanction 
co penic opinion was all that was necessary. Clause 10, read 
Clause 16, was doing enormous harm, and the time had come 
for revision. 
In the subsequent discussion Sir Alfred’s contentions received 
considerable support. 


Newcastle-upon-Tyne Incorporated Law Society. 


The fifty-third ordinary meeting of the Society, being also the 
ninety-seventh anniversary of its institution, was held in the 
Society’s library on the 13th December, 1923, when the president, 
Mr. J. H. Rennoldson, occupied the chair. The annual report 
aad balance sheet of the Society were passed. The membership 
of the Society numbers 209. The following officers were elected : 

nt, Mr. H. W. Sample ; vice-president, Mr. A. M. Oliver ; 
hon. treasurer, Mr. A. H. Sisitesen t hon. secretary, Mr. W. 8S. 
m; hon. librarian, Mr. O. J. Chariton. 


United Law Society. 
A meeting was held in the Middle Temple Common Room on 
y, the 21st inst., Mr. B. A. Elliman in the chair. 
» debate was held on the following subject: “ A taxi-driver 
asked by B to carry luggage from the taxi into B’s house. 
so doing the mat — which he steps slips over the 
highly polished floor of B’s hall, and the driver falls, breaking 
his eg. Can he obtain o> 
4? 8. E. Pocock opened in the affirmative, and Mr. W. E. Batt 
negative. Messrs. C. P. Blackwell, F. B. Guedalla, J. W. 
and S. E. Redfern also spoke. 
The House voted in the affirmative by a majority of six votes. 
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A Corporate Trustee “s;"s. Family Solicitor 


As Adviser assures Efficient Management, Experience and Continuity. 











ROYAL EXCHANGE ASSURANCE 


(Incorporated A.D. 1720) acts as 


EXECUTOR AND TRUSTEE OF WILLS 
or TRUSTEE OF SETTLEMENTS. 


Trust Funds are kept apart from the Corporation's Funds. 
THE SOLICITOR NOMINATED BY THE TESTATOR (6 EMPLOYED. 


For full particulars apply to the Secretary— 
HEAD OFFICE: ROYAL EXCHANGE, LONDON, E.C.3. 
LAW COURTS BRANCH: 29-30, HIGH HOLBORN, W.C.1. 




















The Probation System. 


The conference of the Women’s Local Government Society, 
which was attended by women councillors, guardians, and 
magistrates, was continued on the 17th inst. at the Metropolitan 
Asylums Board Offices, Victoria Embankment. Mrs. Rackham 
(Cambridge) presided. 

The question of the extension of protection for the prevention 
of the development of criminals and the more humane treatment 
of first offenders was discussed. The Chairman said the subject 
was mentioned in the King’s Speech, but it would have been of 
greater interest if the Government had been in a position to carry 
the proposal into a practical form. The services of a probation 
officer should be available at every police court. 

Mr. Cecil Chapman ( istrate, estminster Police Court) 
said that since the Probation Act was in 1908 an immense 
deal had been done in large centres of industry where there were 
expert magistrates. The evolution of all punishment in these 
cases ought to be the reformatory. The system had been adopted 
definitely in the case of all young persons up to the age of fifteen ; 
but he urged that the reformatory age should be raised to eighteen. 
He did not know of a magistrate or judge who would be inclined 
to send to prison anyone between the ages of fifteen and seventeen. 
The only thing to be done in such cases was to put the offenders 
on prohation, and magistrates ought to have the power to send 
them to Borstal directly. A person who was put on probation 
was put into association with an expert in human sympathy, 
human understanding and self-discipline, and was continuously 
and properly looked after. 

Mrs. Barrow Cadbury (Birmingham) agreed that the age of 
treatment in the juvenile court should be raised, and that there 
should be remand homes or hostels to prevent young persons 
going to prison for a few nights while waiting for inquiries. 

Mr. Chapman expressed the opinion that the Borstal system 
had become too severe and too prolonged. 








Hatfield Forest & the National Trust. 


The National Trust has become possessed of another important 
property. The late Mr. Edward North Buxton, who was on the 
council of the Trust and had long been a member of that body, 
had endeavoured before his death to arrange for the preservation 
of a beautiful piece of park-like scenery known as Hatfield Forest, 
situated between Bishop’s Stortford and Harlow. It has been 
maintained as a deer park from Tudor times, and consists of 
about, 215 acres of undulating land, with some fine timber—oak, 
beech, elm, chestnut, Scotch fir, remarkably fine hornbeams, and 
hedge maple. There is a pretty stretch of water large enough 
for boating, swimming, and fishing, and there are two fairly good 
cottages on the estate. 

The late Mr. Buxton had been for over sixty years interested 
in the preservation of the forest land of Essex. He was, says 
The Times, a generous supporter of the fund raised by the 
Commons and Footpaths Preservation Society for the protection 
of Epping Forest when the great enclosures there were first 
challenged, and he formulated and carried through the scheme 
for the preservation of 800 acres of Hainault Forest. The steps 
for the acquisition of Hatfield Forest were his chief concern during 
the closing months of his life, and one of his last acts was to pay 
over a sufficient sum to secure the Forest for the public. 
committee of the Trust have eg eped accepted this generous 

ift, and are glad to be able to be the means of completing what 
Mr. Buxton regarded as “ the crowning act of his life.” 








328 


THE. SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 











Company Registrations at Somerset 


House, 
JANUARY 1 TO DECEMBER 31, 1923. 


The following Statistical Report of new Companies registered 
in 1923 has been compiled by Jordan & Sons, Limited, Company 
Registration Agents, Chancery Lane, W.C.2, and is printed with 
their permission :— 















Classes. 


Advertising 
Banks - - 
Boots & Shoes 
Bricks, Cem- 

ent, &c. 
Builders - 
Carriers 
Chemists - 
Clothing - 
Clubs - 
Drink - - 
Electricity, Gas 

and Water - 
Engineers 
Farmers - 
Food 
Furniture 
Glass & China - 
Hotels - 
Insurance 
Iron, Brass, &c. 
Jewellery - 
Kinemas - 
Land & Houses 
Laundries 
Leather 
Merchants 
Mines 





Miscellaneous - 
Moneylenders - 
Motors 
Music 
Newspapers 
Nurserymen 
Nursing - 
Oil 
Patents, &c. - 
Photography 
Publishers . 
Railways - 
Rubber 
Schools 
Shipping - 
Sports 
Stationers 
Stocks and 
Finance 
Textiles 
Theatres - 
Timber 
Tobacco - 


Public Companies.* 


Private Companies. 





Number 
Regis- 


tered. 
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Capital. 


———— 
5,000 
1,490,000 


251,000 
56,000 
232,600 
641,100 
1,442,000 
97,250 
2,960,000 


333,300 
1,666,707 
2,483,250 
1,559,500 

75,000 


56,000 
260,000 


350,650 
373,040 
150,000 
314,575 
9,914,800 
16,750 
5,000 
1,107,500 
1,500 
40,000 


2,011,100 
17,000 
13,125 








100,600 
100,000 
2,438,750 
25,000 
741,700 
251,300 
375,700 


2,550,000 
4,053,000 
102,000 
101,000 
325,000 





Number 
Regis- 
tered. 


104 
21 
101 


73 
331 
216 
319 
539 

35 

87 


270 
415 
57 
567 
146 
57 
78 
36 
357 


Capital. 


£ 
268,650 
1,636,800 
1,401,120 


740,950 
1,911,720 
1,502,875 
2,080,267 
2,621,390 
98,807 
1,670,155 


783,530 
3,415,875 
350,250 
5,806,095 
626,750 
340,825 
505,000 
399,710 
3,105,975 
249,400 
519,600 
2,673,014 
203,250 
407,710 
3,852,865 
3,925,338 
688,687 
99,100 
2,454,375 
186,750 
1,703,025 
170,300 
153,550 
835,415 
579,285 
187,330 
525,850 
132,700 
279,805 
39,702 
2,394,279 
725,815 
1,155,320 


1,015,059 
11,779,700 
527,500 
1,003,750 
140,200 


Number 
Regis- 
tered. 


105 
27 
101 


75 
333 
223 
331 
544 

69 

89 


289 
430 
79 
586 
148 
57 
82 
39 
361 


‘ 


120 


27 
66 
340 
251 


52 
380 
59 
76 
28 
21 
60 
119 
Ad 
88 
13 
53 
25 
201 
254 
171 


181 
533 
95 
133 
28 


Totals, 


Capital. 


£ 
273,650 
3,126,800 
1,401,120 


991,950 
1,967,720 
1,735,475 
2,721,367 
4,063,390 

196,057 
4,630,155 


1,116,830 
5,082,582 
2,833,500 
7,365,595 
701,750 
340,825 
561,000 
399,710 
3,365,975 
249,400 
870,250 
3,046,054 
203,250 
557,710 
4,167,440 
13,840,138 
705,437 
104,100 
3,561,875 
188,250 
1,743,025 
170,300 
153,550 
2,846,515 
596,285 
200,455 
626,450 
232,700 
2,718,555 
64,702 
3,135,979 
977,115 
1,531,020 


3,565,059 
15,832,700 
629,500 
1,104,750 
465,200 





Totals 


450 | 39,087,797 | 7,556 


67,875,418 


8,005 


106,963,215 





Corresponding 
figures in 1922 





410 | 42,256,208 | 7,588 








78,743,377 





7,993 





120,999,585 


* In this Column are included “Companies Limited by Guarantee” and “ Associations 
Not for Profit” without Share Capital, such Companies being technically Public however 
small the Membership may be. 

It will be observed from the above Table that the total 
registrations of Companies in 1923 (8,005) slightly exceed in 
number those of 1922, but that the new Capital has shrunk from 
£120,999,585 to £106,963,215, a difference of 14 millions. The 
year started well; during the first six months 4,247 Companies 
with a capitalization of £67,307,328 were registered, being an 
increase of 207 Companies and over £2,000,000 Capital on the 
figures for January to June, 1922, but there was a pronounced 
decline in the second half of 1923, when only 3,758 Companies 
with a capitalization of £39,655,887 were registered. 
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The average Capital for the year 1923 is only £13,3@ 
compared with £15,138 for the previous year and with §§ 
for 1920. 

The classes yielding the greatest number of Companies 
‘** Food,” ‘‘ Clothing,”’ and ‘‘ Textiles,’ each of which must 
well over 500. The last named has the heaviest capita 
(£15,832,700), which is almost identical with the previous 
figure (£15,301,400). Next in capitalization to ‘ Textiles" 
‘* Mines ” with £13,840,138, an increase of nearly five mij 
upon the previous year’s figure. ‘‘ Electricity, Gas, and W; 
in 1923 is less by 64 millions, and ‘‘ Land and Houses ” deg 
by 24 millions, ‘‘ Kinemas ”’ by two millions, ‘‘ Newspapers” 
over four millions, and ‘‘ Oil” by over a million, ‘* Shippin)! 
by half a million, and ‘‘ Stocks and Finance ”’ by ne 
millions. ‘‘ Rubber,’”’ however, rose by £1,700,000, and ‘‘ Me 
by over £700,000. 2 

There were sixteen ‘‘ millionaire”’ ey nay registered 
the year, thirteen being formed during the first six mon 
only three during the second six months. The names 
former were set out in the July report ; the names of the 


are :— 
Associated Anglo Atlantic Corporation, Limited (£1,00¢ 

Bankers. 

Assam Company, Limited (£1,000,000), Tea Planters, 
A. Ruffer & Sons, Limited (£1,000,000), Merchants 

Foreign Bankers. 

Some registrations of an unusual nature may be noted, 
Companies have a Capital of only £5 each: a rubber com 
and a distillation syndicate. A social club was content witht 
£7 Capital and an Estate Company with £14, but ‘“‘ Bomb 
Billy Wells, Limited,” was incorporated with a Capital of 
In December quite a number of Private Companies were reg 
to provide side shows of the roundabout, water chute, andr 
type at the forthcoming British Empire Exhibition at Wei 








The Motor Danger. 


Strong comments, says The Times, on the excessive speed 
motor-omnibuses was made by Sir Chartres Biron at Bow. 
Police court on the 18th inst. There was a number of f 
cases before the court, and it was stated that in December 
a warning letter was sent from Scotland Yard to all on 
companies to the effect that the speed at which omnibuses 
being driven in Whitehall was excessive, and that unless it 
reduced action would be taken. 

Sir Chartres Biron said that motor vehicles seemed to 
driven faster and faster in London every day, Everywhere 
could see motors being driven without hindrance at a g 
excessive speed. 

Mr. O. B. Thomas, who represented some of the drivers, 
that Whitehall was almost an invitation to drivers to gof 
as it was such a wide, level road. He urged that the real 
for having wide roads was to enable vehicles to go faster. 

Sir Chartres Biron: I never heard a more ridiculous sugg 
in my life. 

Mr. Thomas pointed out that the Strand was being 
because of the complaints that owing to the obstruction ve 
could not get along fast enough. 

Sir Chartres Biron : The Strand is not being widened toe 
vehicles to be driven at an excessive speed. It is an absurd itt 
that every one who has a motor-car is entitled to drive a 
excessive speed. 

The evidence showed that the omnibuses were timed 6 
measured distance in Whitehall, and in some cases a s 
to as much as twenty-five miles an hour was recorded. 

Imposing fines of 20s. and 40s., according to the speed allege 
the Magistrate said that the penalites would be heavier 
omnibus drivers went at a more reasonable pace in future. 


In an action at Shoreditch County Court on the 17th 
which arose out of a collision between a Leyton cyclist 
motor-van, judgment was given for the defendant, Judge © 
holding that there was negligence on the part of the cyclist 
not keeping a proper look-out. Hjs Honour said his sym 
if he had any, would be with the plaintiff rather than v 
defendant, because everybody knew that almost always mot 
drove about much too fast in London. He added, “ If they 
me crossing the road they run straight at me, but if they se! 
omnibus crossing the road they pull up directly. That ® 
practice now, and until a few motor drivers are hanged for mi 
or kept in penal servitude for life for manslaughter, a8 
deserve, it will go on. London is made up of elderly men® 
women trying to get out of the way of vehicles which are 
by their speed for the streets of London.” 
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Stock Exchange Prices of certain 


Trustee Securities. 


Bank Rate 4%. Next London Stock Exchange Settlement, 
Thursday, 7th February. 


EQUITY AND LAW 


LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


18, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON, W.C.z. 
ESTABLISHED 1844. 


DIRECTORS. 
Sir Richard Stephens Taylor. Deputy-Chairman—L. W. North Hickley, Esq. 








MIDDLE 


PRICE. 
23rd Jan. 





i 





Government Securities. 
Consols 2$% es ee : 
War Loan 5% 1929-47... 
War Loan 44% 1925-45... ° 
War Loan 4% (Tax free) 1929-42 . 
War Loan 34% Ist March 1928 . 

ing 4° 1960-90 ‘ 


Victory 4% Bonds (available at par fo 


Estate Duty) ee ° 


Conversion 34% Loan 1961 or after 
Local Loans 3% 1912 or after és 


India us 15th January 1932... 


India 4 
India 3 
India 


British E. Africa 6% 1946-56 
Jamaica 44% 1941-71 


New South Wales 4 
%1 


% 1935-45 .. 
0-25 .. . 


New South Wales if 1932-42 °. 


% 


38 .. Bs ee 
Cape of Good Hope 33% 1929-49 .. 
Corporation Stocks. 


Idn. Cty. 24% Con. Stk. after 1920 


option of Corpn. . 


Ldn. Cty. 3% Con. Stk. after 1920 


option of Co 
ion O 


ofCorpn. .. oe ee oe 
Bristol 34% 1925-65 ee we 
Cardiff 33% 1985 .. 
Glasgow 24% 1925-40 


of mn. es $e “° 
Manchester 3% on or after 1942 .. 
Newcastle 337 irredeemable 


‘ 
8% 1920-60 .. .. 
0.0. 834% 1927-47 : 


English Railway Prior Charges. 


Gt. Western Rly. 4% Debenture .. 
a Watee BY 89 


# 


Western Rly. 
Eastern 
Eastern 


saan 
af 


Mid. & 
Mid. & 
Southers Hatten x be 

way 4% Debenture 
Souham Hallway 5%, Guarantod 
Railway 5% Preference 


100PEE .. ttl 
Mr rae. leet” ea 


1 3$% on or after 1942 at option 


at 


3% on or after 1947 at option 


ee 
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Mr. F. A. Cranstone, 23, Hagley-road, Reading, in a letter 
0 The Times, says :—Tradesmen, under certain conditions, are 
owed to receive sums over £2 without affixing the twopenny 


«ha the receipt. 


Yet this week it came to my notice that 


pshire County Council requires a twopenny stamped 


ceipt for £1 18s. 10d., the amount 


eing wages paid to a road- 


orker by cheque, to which a rubber stamped note was affixed 
piaining that the gross wages were £2 or over before deducting 
th and unemployment insurance, hence the necessity of the 


openny stamp. 
something.to 


If all their officials are paid by cheque there 
said for a ‘‘ graduated ’’ system. 


Sir John Burrow G: ‘ 
Archibald James, e 
Allan Ernest Messer, > 
The Rt. Hon. Lord Pulliimore, P.C., D.C.L. 
Charlies BR. Rivington, Esq. 
The Hon. Sir Charies Russell, Bart., K.C.V.0. 
William Dibdin, Esq. Sir Francis Minchin Voules, C.B.E. 
The Rt. Hon. Lord Ernie, P.C., M.V.O. Charles Wigan, Esq. 


FUNDS EXCEED £5,000,000, 








Obituary. 


Sir. J. T. Hutchinson, 


The Hon. Sir Joseph Turner Hutchinson died at Ravenglass, 
Cumberland, on Sunday, in his. seventy-fourth year. The second 
son of Isaac Hutchinson, of Braystones, Carlisle, he was born on 
28th March, 1850, and was at St. Bees School. Going up to 
Christ’s College, Cambridge, as a scholar, he was seventh in the 
first class in the Classical Tripos of 1873, and was highly distin- 
guished in the examination for the Chancellor’s medals. He was 
called to the Bar by the Middle Temple in 1879, and practised 
as an equity draughtsman and conveyancer. In April, 1888, he 
went out to the Gold Coast as Queen’s Advocate, and in the 
following January was appointed Chief Justice. Not long before 
the Supreme Court of the Colony had been relieved of appeals 
from Lagos, which had been separated from the Gold Coast in 
1886. In 1892 the criminal law of the Colony was codified. In 
1895, the year when he was knighted, Sir Joseph Hutchinson was 
transferred to Grenada, the chief of the Windward Isles, as Chief 
Justice, but did not remain there long, being appointed Chief 
Justice of Cyprus in 1898. In 1906 he was appointed Chief 
Justice of Ceylon, and retired in 1911. On his return to England 
he settled in Cumberland, of which he was High Sheriff in 1918. 
He married, in 1897, Constance Mary, daughter of Joseph Lucas, 
of Stapleton-house, Upper Tooting. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


In pursuance of a scheme for dealing with the increase of 
work in the Metropolitan County Courts, the’ Lord Chancellor 
has transferred Judge Bairstow from Circuit No. 12 in order 
to give assistance at Westminster, Bow, and other County 
Courts in or near London, and has appointed Mr. LEONARD 
Mossop to be the Judge of the County Courts on Circuit 12 
(Bradford, Huddersfield, &c.). Mr. Mossop was called to the 
Bar at Lincoln’s Inn in 1893, and has practised at the Equity 
Bar. 


The Hon. HuacH JoHN GopLEy, Mr. HENRY HERMAN SLESSER, 
and Colonel HENRY DAviEs FosTER MAcGEAGH, have been 
appointed K.C’s. 

Mr. Godley, who is the only surviving son of Lord Kilbracken, 
was called to the Bar by Lincoln’s Inn in 1902. He was formerly 
Assistant Parliamentary Counsel to the Treasury, and was 
appointed last year Counsel to the Chairman of Committees, 
House of Lords. 


Mr. Slesser was called by the Inner Temple in 1906. With 


| Mr. W. S. Clark he is the author of ‘‘ The Legal Position of Trade 


Unions,” and with Mr. C. Baker of ‘‘ The Law of Trade Unions.” 
He wrote himself ‘‘ An Introduction to Trade Union Law,” 
1919. He has been briefed from time to time in trade union 
cases. 

Colonel MacGeagh, who was called by the Middle Temple 
in 1906, has been A.A.G., War Office, since 1918, and was from 
1916 to 1922 Military Assistant to the Judge-Advocate-General. 
Since last July he has been in charge of the newly constituted 
Military and Air Force Department of the Ju Advocate- 





General’s, Office. 









In consequence of the death of Sir Richard Muir, senior 
prosecuting counsel to the Crown at the Central Criminal Court, 
the Attorney-General has made the following appointments :— 


SENIOR COUNSEL. 


Mr. TRAVERS HuMPHREYs to be senior counsel. 
Mr. EDWARD PERcIVAL CLARKE to be second senior counsel. 
Mr. Eustace Cecirt FuLTON to be third counsel. 


JUNIOR COUNSEL. 


Mr. Henry DALACOMBE Roome to be first junior counsel. 
Mr. RoLAND GIFFARD OLIVER to be second junior counsel, 
Mr. GEOFFREY DoRLING RoBERTs to be third junior counsel. 


In consequence of the above appointment Mr. Roberts 
relinquishes his appointment as prosecuting counsel to the Crown 
at the North London Sessions, and the Attorney-General has 
appointed Mr. GEORGE BUCHANAN McCLURE to be Crown 
prosecuting counsel at those sessions in the place of Mr. Roberts. 


Mr. Travers Humphreys, who was called to the Bar by the 
Inner Temple in November, 1889, is Recorder of Chichester. 
He was appointed Treasury counsel at the Middlesex Sessions 
and the North London Sessions in 1905, and became junior 
counsel to the Treasury at the Central Criminal Court in 1908, 
and second senior counsel in 1916. He is a son of the late 
Mr. C. O. Humphre a London solicitor, and was educated 
at Shrewsbury School and Trinity Hall, Cambridge. 


Mr. Edward Percival Clarke is the eldest son of Sir Edward 
Clarke, K.C., and has been Recorder of Exeter since 1922. He 
was educated at Eton and Trinity Hall, Cambridge, and was 
ealled to the Bar at Lincoln’s Inn in November, 1894. His 
appointment as junior Treasury counsel at the Central Criminal 
Court. was made in 1912. 





Dissolution. 


James BALLANTYNE and ERNEST ALFRED CLIFFORD, solicitors, 
Dock House, Billiter-street, London, E.C.3 (Ballantyne, Clifford 
and Co.), 31st day of December, 1923. [Gazette, 18th January. 





General. 


Sir Herbert Stephen writes to The Times stating that he has 
undertaken, at the request of the Earl of Halsbury and the Dowager 
Countess of Halsbury,to write a memoir of the late Earl of Halsbury, 
which will be published by Messrs. Heinemann, and asking for the 
loan of material. 


Judge Parry, at the Lambeth County Court, on Monday was 
called upon to decide whether the tenant of a house could, under 
s. 4 of the Rent Restriction Act, obtain an order for possession 
of rooms occupied by a sub-tenant on the ground that they were 
reasonably required for the use of the tenant’s family. Ernest 





THE MIDDLESEX HOSPITAL. 


WHEN CALLED UPON TO ADVISE 45 TO LEGACIES, PLEASE DO NOT 
rorcer Tue Ciams or THE Mippiesex Hosprrrat, 
Waicu & URGENTLY ty WEED oF Fouxps ror rrs Humane Worx. 








Winding-up Notices. 


Luarrep 05 CHANCERY. 
CREDITORS MUST SEND IN THEIR CLAIMS TO THE | 


LIQUIDATOR AS NAMED ON OB BEFORE | Fisher, Brown & Bayley 14d. 
j African International Cor- 
THE DATE MENTIONED. | poration Ltd. 
London Gazette. —Weivat, January 18. Malleable Fittings Led. 
ESPIELD ALLvAY Motors Lrp. March 1. ©. H. Smith, | Thomson Land & Wine Co. 
Chambers, Colmore-row, Birmingham. | Yea. 
Couser, Hves & Co. Lrp. Jan. 31. B.C. Spicer, 5, Bank- Amso (1022) Ltd. 


plain, Norwich. | Northam Brick Co, Ltd. 
Bowros ComMenctaL Piste Giass Isewnance Co. Lrp. | omneta 
Feb. 26. John Hadson, 10, Acresfield, Bolton. i Kent Freehold & Minerals 


Cone Tube Co. Ltd. 
PJ. White & Co. Lea. 
Co, Lita. . 


42, Castle-st., Liverpool. 
London Gaadte.—TCeapat, January 22. 


Tap Bsqeen Meee Messes Len. Feb. 8. Tos Coombs, 

Yxlord-chambers, Oxtord-place, Leeds. 

Paton Motons Lev. March 7. William Owen, # Richmond- | Yusnml Gold Mines L2d. 
rd., Kensington 


Cry Tasseront Lp. March 11. Fred P. Leach, Oxford- 
chambers, %. Meyhensrst., Bristol. 
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Resolutions for Winding-up 
Voluntarily. 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, January 18. 


London Gazette. TURSDAY, January 22. 





os. 






W. Hart, of Barry-road, East Dulwich, asked for POSSession of 
two rooms for the use of a son recently returned from Si , 
and a married daughter. Mr. Nisbet, for the respondent, Mf 
Jeanette Shrimpton, maintained that the Act only applied % 
persons who bought their houses before 30th June, 1923, and 
not to those who were not the owners but only the tenants ofa 
house. Judge Parry said that if Mr. Nisbet’s argument 

right nobody would be more pleased than he would be; but 
must hold that the tenant in a house where there were sub- 













. ay Bree® \\e 





tenants became the landlord, and was entitled to possession ‘ 
his sub-tenant’s rooms if he reasonably required them. Thy MM "gigh Gor 
point now raised had never been decided by the Divisional EDV 





and until another ruling was given, he. was bound to hold the 
these rooms were a separate dwelling-house within the 

of the Act, and that the landlord reasonably required a 
for his own use. He made an order for possession in two month, 
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Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
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Date. EMERGENCY AppkaL Court Mr. Justice Mr. Ju tice thavert, : 
Rota. No. 1. Eve. RoMER, ‘Jan. 15 

Monday Jan. 28 Mr. More Mr. Hicks Beach Mr. Jolly Mr. More ED\ 
Tuesday ...... 29 Jolly Bloxam More Jolly Pet. Jan 
Wednesday.... 30 Ritchie Moxie Jolly Dr 
Thursday ..... 31 Synge Jolly More Jolly ‘Pet, Nov 
Friday Feb. 1 Hicks Beach Ritchie Jolly More MANSON, 
Saturday. ..... 2 Bloxam Synge More Jolly "Cashier. 

Date. Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice MAYLER, / 

ASTBURY. P. O. LAWRENCE. RUSSELL. TOMUM, , Pet. Jan 

Monday Jan. 28 Mr. Hicks Beach Mr. Bloxam Mr. Synge Mr. Ritchie ‘Taunton 
Tuesday ...... 29 Bloxam Hicks Beach Ritchie 8 
Wednesday.... 30 Hicks Beach Bloxam Synge Ritchie ‘Lincoln 
Thursday ..... 31 Bloxam Hicks Beach Ritchie 8: 4 
Friday Feb. 1 Hicks Beach = Bloxam ynge bypat, 
Saturday...... 2 Bloxam Hicks Beach Ritchie Synge 








| 





Crown Office, House of Lords, 
17th January, 1924, 


Days and places fixed for holding the Winter Assizes 1924, 
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NORTH-EASTERN CIRCUIT. sucn, Ps 

Mr. Justice SALTER. mu, 

Mr. Justice Rocne. ion, r. 

Tuesday, 26th February, at Newcastle. ioe 

Tuesday, 4th March, at Durham. upon- Hi 

Tuesday, 11th March, at York. —_* 

Monday, 17th March, at Leeds. | 
SS ee Tuomas, | 
VALUATIONS FOR INSURANGE.—It is very cesential that all Policy Holders ee Ai 
have @ detailed valuation of their effects. Property is generally very inadequaly Hi | Pet. Jai 
insured, and in case of loss insurers suffer accordingly. DEBENMAM STORR & = = 
ar an pe King Street, Covent Garden, W.C.2, the well-known chattel valumal Ti wis, 1; 


ree 


works of art, bric-A-brac a speciality. [ADvr.] 



































——_________- 
» Pet. Jar 
Moore & Barker Ltd. British Near Eastern Or 9% (awa. 
The Scottish Far Eastern poration Ltd. * Newtow 
Corporation Ltd. Wheal Retallack China Gri (anu, 
R. Harrod Ltd. Co. Ltd. Jan. 17 
R. C. Warren & Co. Ltd. The Derby Tyre Co. ones, j 
cei ee eae ee 
ma r . ur le le 
A'S. Cartwright Led Bernd Service Club Lid Har en ee oon 
The Knoweaga te Whinstone | * . , ‘ = 
Ferranti & Corbett Ltd. a 
J. A. & John Taylor & Co. ; 
— Bankruptcy Notices. 
Bovine Ltd. 
United Brick Co. Ltd. RECEIVING ORDERS. - 
yy = yr aaa. London Gazette,—FrivaY, January 18. Vv 
F a ALLES, A 1 Boarding House Keeper. «High © 
corre ree Oe Pet. Deo. 18, Ord. Jn. 15. Mam 
eee AA. scothers (Not- | AMOS _ALPRED O., Northampton, Poultry Farmer. ~ Oni. Ja 
inghans Brothers (Not- |“ ampton. Pet. Jan. 16, Ord. Jan. 15. a Navn 
The Gh Hutson Harnell a, —— ~ yo Neath, Blacksmith. i airs 
ring Co. 14d. BARKWAY, Geonox, Ferndale, Rhondda, Grocer, Ponty - Jan. 16 
Pet. Jan. 14. Ord. Jan. 14. 
Colwyn Bay Treding Co, 14d. eo et ema 3 
Wheal Nioallack China Clay Banner, Hanaar, Brighton, Brighton. Pet. Det * doin. 
A le . dan. le 
‘s Heath Firewood &, Wilson-st., Finsbury, Manufacturer's R 
Cor Lad. High . Pet. Deo. 10. Ord. Jan. 16. 
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ARTHUR, ag Commercial Clerk. Coventry. 
Jan. 15. Ord. Jan. 
AULAN A., Tidworth, Motor Engineer. 
. 13. Ord, Jan. 1 
FRBD, Huddersfield, Licensed Victualler. Huddersfield. 









Salisbury. 





1 “A — Jan. 14, “ © a 
nan , Piccadilly, Company Director. gh 
al ~4 Bet Oct. 23. Ord. Jan, 






MATTHEW, Bolbcoughton, Farmer. Worcester. 
D Jan. 15. Ord. Jan. 15. 
were sub armapos, WALDO P. H., Acton. Brentford.’ Pet. Dec. 13. 













Sess an. 14. 
session of @ WILLIAM, Great Portland-st., Motor Car Agent, 
nem. The h Court. Pet. Nov. 28. Ord. Jan. 15. 


EpWakbD, Kingston-upon-Hull, Coal Dealer. Kingston- 
Hull. Pet. Jan. 15. Ord, Jan. 15. 

ALFRED M., and CLAPHAM, Harry, Buxton, Fruiterers, 
Stockport. Pet. Jan. 14. Ord. Jan. 14. 

PaspenicK, wong h Tawton, Innkeeper. Barnstaple. 
Jan. 14. Ord. Jan 

FRANK, Shemicla. “Hairdresser. Sheffield. Pet. 


14. Ord. Jan. 14. 
ERIOK, y, Glam., Dotiery Repairer. Ponty- 
Pet. Jan. 14. Ord. Jan. 14: 
LIONEL R., Boughton Aiuph, Kent, a 
. Canterbury. t. Jan. 16. Ord. Jan. 1 
, Ernest G., Kingston, Surrey. Kingston. Pet. 
16. Ord. Jan. 16. 
i. N., Roehampton. High Court. Pet. Jan. 14. 


Jan. 14. 
gio, Jo, Sheffield, Joiner. Shefficld. Pet. Jan. 14. 
. 14. 


on y= eae Tailor. Middlesbrough. Pet. 
“Jane15. Ord. Jan. 1 



















tr. Ju tie imavirT, Joun, York, *iailor. York. Pet. Jan. 15. ord. 
Rouge, “i. 
- More “Epwarp, Swinton, Yorks., Cycle Dealer. Sheffield. 


Jolly Pet. Jan. 15. Ord. Jan. 15 





More Dr. Victor St. C., Farnworth, near Bolton. Bolton. 
Jolly Pet, Nov. 8. Ord. Jan. 16. 

More msos, Davip, Mortimer-st., W.1, Book-keeper and 
Jolly sGubler. High High Court. Pet. Jan. 14. Ord. Jan. 14. 

r. Justioe fue, Aureay wansea, Baker’s Assistant. Swansea. 
TOMLIN, lan 16. Ord. — 16. 

Ritchie oo T., Watchett Somerset, Coal Merchant. 
ry Pet. Jan. "1b. Ord. Jan. 15. 

Ritchie prs, "Tucxis H., Lincoln, Wholesale Confectioner. 


Pet. Jan. 14. Ord. Jan. 
oe a (a Firm), Executors “A, Saw Mill Proprietors. 
Blackpool. Pet. Dec. 18. Ord. Jan 1 












Synge bopINSON, ARTHUR P., Wakefield, ) of Foxhounds. 
Ieominster. Pet. Dec. 13. Ord. Jan. 15. 
bupeNsTeIN, Morris, Pontypridd, Wallpaper ons Paint 
/Merchant. Pontypridd. Pet. Jan. 14. Ord. Jan. 

ds, famed, HERBERT, Halifax, Hardware Dealer. ‘Vialifax. 


"Pet. Jan. 15. Ord. Jan. 15. 
js 1924, SaKEL, HAkOLD, Ebury-st., Engineer. Wandsworth. Pet. 
s 1924, 


han. 15. Ord. Jan. 15. 
fopats, Lity, Batley, Confectioner. Dewsbury. Pet 
Jan. 16. Ord. Jan. 16. 
Sack, Perer O., eae Laundryman. Dorchester. 
+ Pet. Jan. 14. Ord. Jan. 14. 

HakoLD W., Kingston~ eo -Hull. Kingston-upon- 

Pet. Nov. 21. Ord. Jan. 
uns, THomas E., Avonmouth, "Tailor. Bristol. Pet. 
‘Jan. 14. Ord. Jan, 14. if 
§rongHoUSE, RoBeRT A., Redcar, Coal Factor. Kingston- 
upon-Hull. Pet, Jan. 12. Ord. Jan. 12. 
Swann, WiLLIAM, Church Gresley, oarty, Grocer. Burton- 
on-Trent. Pet. Jan. 14. Ord. Jan. 14. 

Cyru J. C., Tenby, Hairdresser. Haverfordwest. 
Pet. Jan. 16. Ord. Jan. 16. 

Tuomas, Guorae H. H., Mardy, Glam., Assistant. Colliery 
, Timberman. Ponty ridd. Pet. Jan. 16. Ord. Jan. 16. 

ders hort, ARTHUR, Sheffield, Cutlery Manufacturer. Sheffield. 
nadequatey | Pet. Jan. 12.’ Ord. Jan. 12 
an & tom Wand, Exsist, Longton, Hardware Dealer. Hanley. Pet. 


lose . 14. Ord. Jan. 14. 
a Wane, THOMAS H., Vistoria-at.., Motor Engineer. High 
will begs ME | Court. Pet. Dec. 5. Ord. Jan. 14. 
Wauxsros, ARTHUR, Whitestone, nr. Exeter, Baker. 
| Exeter. Pet. Jan. 14. Ord. Jan. 14. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, January 2 
<= Barat, Epwiy, Clowne, Derby, Hairdresser. ” Sheflield. 
» Pet. Jan. 16. | Ord. Jan. 16 
astern (Ox: CapwaLiancs, WiLuAM D., Rhiston, Salop, Farmer. 
Gu n. Pet. Jan, 18. Ord, Jan. 18. 
China peer, Axuts M., Chester. Chester. Pot. Jan. 17. Ord. 
Co. ’ a Muswell Hill-rd., Merchant. High 
«Mae Court. Pet. Dec. 19. Ord. Jan. 18. 
Lieut.-Col. J. F., Great Woodstock-st. High 
Court, “Pet. Sept. 27. | Ord. Jan. 
JOHN M., Bishopston, Dristal, Firelighter Manu- 
‘facturer. Bristol, Pet. Jan. 17. Ord. Jan. 17. 
BR, W. E., Little Portland-st., W. 1, Decorator. 
 e Pet. Jan. 17. Ord. Jan. 18. 
CHARLES W., Stone-bidgs., Lincoln’s Inn, Solicitor’s 
Clerk. High Court. Pet. Aug. 25. Ord. Jan. 16. 
, Joe P., Liskeard, Wood Dealer. Plymouth. 
{ PetJan. 19. Ord. Jan. 19. 
Ves, CROW, M., and MINCHIN, ALBERT K., Fleet-st. 
Court. Pet. Sept. 14, Ord. Jan, 16, 
Mas Auzam, Falcon-sq. High Court. Pet. Dec. 31. 
uvaise | FREDERICK A., Dunstable, Motor Driver. Luton. 


Pet. Jan. 19. Ord. Jan. 10. 
WILFRED + Ryde, Draper. Newport. Pet. 
dan. 16. Ord. Jan. 


oe MEG DovGLAs, Finchley. Barnet. Pet. Nov. 29, 





















ag trading as United States Import Company, 
rescent, Leather Soete Merchant. High Court. 

| Pet Dec. 28. ‘Ord. Jan. 1 
Rosa M., High-st., Peckham, Boot Retailer, High 













































































WESTMINSTER 
BANK LIMITED 


Established in 1836 
Authorized Capital - £33,000,000 
Paid-up Capital - £09,003,718 
Reserve - - - £0,003,718 
























Current, Deposit, © other Accounts 
(31st December, 1923) £269,502,092 














Chairman: WALTER LEAF 
Deputy-Chairmen : SIR MONTAGU TURNER 
R. HUGH TENNANT 


Chief General Manager 
JOHN RAE 







Head Office 
41, LOTHBURY, LONDON E.C2. 















Bangor. Pet. Jan. 18. Ord. Jan. 18. 


8., Birmingham, General Brassfounder. | PowsrR, a L., Gainsborough. Lincoln. 


Pet. Jan. 3. Ord. Jan. 17. Ord. Jan. 


MANCHESTER, CALEB J. W., Bayswater. High Court. Pet.} RoBERTs, ae Shop Isaf, Maentwrog, a, Grocer. 
3. Ord. Jan. 16. Portmadoc. Pet. Jan. 17. oi 


Birmingham, Manufacturing Jeweller.| Roscon, James, Ince, in 


Pet. Jan. 18. Ord. Jan. 18. Victualler. Wigan. Pet. Jan.12. Ord. Jan. 17. 
MCCLELLAN, SAMUEL, New Longton, near Preston, Credit | Sanpay, WILLIAM D. 58., Sloane-st. 
Preston. Pet. Dec. 7. Ord. Jan. 17. Dec. 15. Ord. Jan. 17 
MIDDLETON, THOMAS H., Gautby, Lincoln, Market Gardener. 


Wandsworth. Pet. Nov. 14. 


Penparke, near Aberystwyth, Tailor.| WALDMEYBR, ALBERT, Gutter-lanc, Cheapside, y G 
Pet. Jan. 14. Ord. Jan. 14. Dealer. High Court. Pet. Dec. 18. Ord. Jan. 17. 
PLANT, JOSEPH, Glossop, Painter. Ashton-under-Lyne. | Wilcox, SAMURL, Knutton, Staffs, Grocer. 


Pet. Jan. 19. Ord. Jan. 19. Jan. 17. Ord. Jan, 17. 
Power, ARTHUR, Finchley, Clothier. High.Court. Pet.| Wit.an, Tom G., Sutton-in-Ashfield, Coal Miner. Notting- 
. Jan, 19. ham. Pet. Jan. 19. Ord. Jan. 19. 











Che Holicitors’ Law Btationery Bociety, Limited. 








SHORTHAND NOTES of Cases taken 
in the High Court and in Arbitration. 


: : Companies Meetings Reported. 


USUAL CHARGES LESS 10 PER CENT, FOR MONTHLY SETTLEMENTS, 





104-7, FETTER LANE, LONDON, B.C.4 





Court, Pot. Dec. 20, Ord. Jan. 17. 
Avousrus, Blackburn, Seedsman. Blackburh. Pot, 
~ Ord, Jan. 17, 
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Makerfield, ats Licensed 
High Court. Pet, 


. . 

Srru, HaRoLp W., Leicester, Civil Service Clerk. Leicester, 
Pet. Jan. 18. Ord. Jan. 18. Pet. Jan. 17. Ord. Jan. 17. 

MILLER, RICHARD P., Menai Bridge, Cycle and Motor} TALBOT, BERNARD, and Taceor, LAVINIA, Droylsden, Motor 
Engineers. Ashton-under- Lyne. Pet. Jan. 19. Ord. Jan. 19. 
MILLs, ARTHUR W., Hounslow. Brentford. Pet. Aug. 23. | TOMLINSON, Exnest A. R., Brixton, late Insurance Manager 





Phone: Holborn 1403. 
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HOSPITALS AND CHARITABLE INSTITUTIONS. 














BRITISH HOME 


AND HOSPITAL FOR 


INCURABLES. 


Crown-lane, Streatham, London, S.W.16. 


Founded for the Relief 
of Sufferers of the 
MIDDLE CLASSES. 
LEGACIES, 
SUBSCRIPTIONS, and 
DONATIONS 
much An and ati solicited 
Patroneee—Hun MasesTy QUEEN ALEXANDRA. 
Patroe—His Rovat Hicuwuss Tas PRivcs 





Foundling Hospital 











23,749 UNWANTED CHILDREN 
have been Maintained, Educated, and made 
into Usetul Citizens. 

Le 5 Donation or Legacy earnestly solicited. 
BR. NICE CHOLS, ze FOUNDLING 
HOSPITAL, GUILFORD STREET, W.C. 






LEGACIES 


are earnestly solicited in favour of the 


ALEXANDRA ORPHANAGE 


Capes pe the he Crpine Working School and 
ndra Orphanage), 
oF MarrLanp oy HAVERSTOOK HILL, N.W.3, 
which 


: 


President; H.R.H. The Prince of Wales, K.G. 
Treasurer: The Rt. Hon. Lord Marshall, P.C. Pome 


Full particulars and Form of Bequest from the 
Mr. Fred. J. Robinson, A.C.1.8., 73, Cheapside, ECL 









PLEASE HELP WITH 


DONATION OR 
LEGACY. 


_ 






institution for 
Stray Dogs and Cats, 


Secretary: @. @UY 8. ROWLEY, 









The Royal Merchant 
Seamen’s Orphanage, 


BEAR WOOD, WOKINGHAM. 
(Formerly of Snaresbrook.) 
FOUNDED 1827. 
Patron: 

His Majesty THE KING. 

TREASURER | 
Lerd INCHCAPE. GCSI.. GCMG. &c. 
OmAIRMAN | 
Sir THOMAS L. DEVITT, Bart. 


Three thousand seven hundred and cighty-cight orphan 
and of the Mercantile 





Shaftesbury Society 


(INCORP.) 
(Founded in 1844 as THE RAGGED SCHOOL UNION). 
Patrons: THE King AND THE QUEEN. 


A Pioneer in Child Welfare. 


140 Branches and Affiliated Missions, 
Cripple Mission, Holiday Homes, 
Infant Life Saving, &c. 


L2cactes, Susscriptions & PONATIONS 


form the chief sources of income, 
and are Urgently Needed. 


Sm JOHN KIRK, J.P., Treasurer. 
ARTHUR BLACK, Gen. Secretary. 
JOHN KIRK HOUSE, 32, John Street, London, W.C.1. 


Illustrated Annual 
a 














Bankers : 
BARCLAYS, Holborn. 





Royal Northern °°" Hospitals 


HOLLOWAY———— CITY oe eg. Happs 


In spite of a Policy of Rigid Economy the 
Accumulated Debt now amounts to 


£50, 


OOO 


70 beds have been closed. 


Will you send us a donation to help re-open 
the beds and alleviate the sickness and distrcss 
of hundreds of people in the North of London ? 


Donations, large or small, 


will be gratefully acknowledged by 
| Gilbert G. Panter, Secretary, Royal Northern Hospital, Holloway, N.7. 


CANCER 


HOSPITAL 


(FREE). 


FULHAM ROAD, LONDON, S.W.3. 
(Incorporated under Royal Charter.) 
No Lerrers. No Payment. 
The Only Special Hospital in London 
For the Treatment of Cancer. 


Fully equipped and specially staffed for the 
better treatment and research into the causes 
of cancer. 

A certain number of beds are provided for 
advanced cases, who are kept comfortable 
and free from p 


DONATIONS AND LEGACIES 
ARE EARNESTLY SOLICITED. 


Funds are Needed tor the Research Institute 
and for the Electrical and Radio-Therapeutic 
Departments. 


Bankers—Coutts & Co., 440, Strand, W.C.2. 
Secretary—J. Courtney uchanan, C.B.E. 








MORAVIAN MISSIONS. 


For nearly 200 years Moravian Missionaries have 
carried the Gospel to the garkest places of the earth. 
Their self-denying, pioneering, Protestant labours have 
been, pe ye gh mer gs among the heathes. 
An increased annual income of £2,500 needed for 1 
occupation of Mission Stations in E.C. Africa. 


LEGACIES AND CONTRIBUTIONS 


much needed and carnestly solicited. Address, The 
Rev, EDGAR SWAINSON, London Association in aid & 
Moravian Missions, 7, New Court, Lincoln's Inn, W.02 


ee, 











Aeetentions seapetting Advertising en Cte gage chests be atiramss Gens. NOES & GATT, Ut, Advestiing Centeastone, 16, Welbvesh, Lenten, 6.04, 
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